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ABSTRACT 
The thesis is a study of Hong Kong secondary school students' English 
vocabulary knowledge, with a special focus on their productive use of vocabulary. Two 
main perspectives adopted in vocabulary studies in general are breadth and depth. It is 
the former which is chosen as the major perspective of this investigation. 
In the study, four hundred and ninety-six students from secondary schools of 
different bandings and from different streams such as Science, Arts, and Business in 
Hong Kong participated in this present study. Two research instruments were 
employed, with Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (Laufer & Nation，1999) assessing 
student's vocabulary knowledge in different vocabulary levels and a self-constructed 
questionnaire obtaining details about participants' personal information and their 
English learning experience, examples of which are their results in Hong Kong 
Certificate of Education Examination and the number of years they had spent learning 
English at the time the study was conducted. The tests were then marked and their test 
scores, qualitative in nature, will be processed and were subject to statistical analysis. 
The findings obtained show that Hong Kong senior secondary school students do 
not possess adequate vocabulary. They do not perform satisfactorily at none of the five 
word-frequency levels. Comparisons among performances of students of different 
educational backgrounds such as the streams which the participants are in, and the 
medium of instruction their schools adopt show that the vocabulary sizes of students of 
different educational backgrounds vary, with students from Science streams and from 
English-medium schools outperforming other students. 
The thesis concludes by putting forwarding suggestions about teaching 
vocabulary in secondary schools, particularly those schools adopt Chinese as the 
medium of instruction. One suggestion is to include a compulsory vocabulary list for 
students in Hong Kong so as to establish a concrete framework under which students, 
parents, teachers, and members of society can have a clearer conception of what 
vocabulary levels the students should attain after completing each key stage of learning. 
The patterns of results obtained in the present study suggest that further studies should 
be conducted to further investigate the effect of the medium of instruction adopted on 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
Hong Kong, a significant financial hub in Asia-Pacific region, is always in need 
of a stable population proficient in English, the lingua franca in the business world. 
Despite the tremendous amount of money spent on and a lot of efforts devoted to 
English language education (Fan, 2001) such as the recruitment scheme of native 
English-speaking teachers and the implementation of Language Proficiency 
Assessment of Teachers, generally referred as the 'Benchmark Test' to improve 
teachers' English proficiency, the passing rate of Secondary 7 graduates in the subject 
Use of English in the Hong Kong Advanced Level Examination over the past two years, 
2006 and 2007, reflect a declining trend. Various sectors of society, from grassroots to 
professionals, have continuously voiced their complaints about and dissatisfaction with 
the declining English standard of students in Hong Kong. 
In order to rectify the worrying situation, the causes of the problems have to be 
pinpointed. Or, to be more direct, students' weaknesses have to be identified so that not 
only the Government can adjust and fine-tune the existing language education policies, 
but also the practitioners in the language teaching field can adopt more suitable 
teaching approaches. Among various aspects of second language competence, 
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vocabulary knowledge is chosen as the target to be investigated in this research study. 
The focus of this research study is looking into Hong Kong senior secondary school 
students' vocabulary knowledge. This thesis, as a matter of fact, serves as a report of 
the results of the study. 
In Chapter 1, Introduction, the reasons for conducting the present study are firstly 
presented with a view to emphasizing the research values of the study. Following the 
section on reasons for conducting the present study is the section on the significance of 
the present study. The research questions which guided this research study will then be 
listed in order to specify its scope. At the end of the chapter, a brief description of 
different chapters in this thesis will be included so as to enhance the readability of this 
thesis. 
1.2 Reasons for Carrying out of the Present Studv 
How many English words do Hong Kong students know after they complete their 
secondary school education? The answer to this question is important. As many 
researchers in the field of vocabulary (Nation & Meara, 2002; Read, 2000; Laufer, 
1989) have repeatedly pointed out, vocabulary knowledge can reflect second language 
learners' overall proficiency. Research findings show that second language learners' 
performance in vocabulary tests is closely correlated to their performance in tests of 
2 
other language skills such as listening and reading (Nation & Meara, 2002). 
Unfortunately, the two major public examinations in Hong Kong, namely the Hong 
Kong Certificate of Education Examination and the Hong Kong Advanced Level 
Examination, do not have a section specifically designed for testing students' 
vocabulary. As a result, there is a lack of information about the situation of Hong Kong 
secondary school students' vocabulary development. 
Due to the importance of vocabulary in second language learning and the dearth 
of information about Hong Kong secondary school students' vocabulary learning, the 
present study was conducted with a view to looking into the English vocabulary 
knowledge of Hong Kong secondary school students and the focus is on their 
vocabulary size. 494 Secondary 6 students in Hong Kong participated in the present 
study. The students participating in the present study completed a vocabulary size test 
and also a self-constructed questionnaire about their personal information and their 
English learning experience. It is hoped that the research findings obtained in the 
present study can reflect Hong Kong secondary school students' vocabulary learning. 
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1.3 Significance of the Study 
The answer to the question raised previously 'How many words do Hong Kong 
secondary school students know after they complete their secondary school education?' 
is important in two senses. First, it is important to secondary school graduates. As only 
18% of the total student population can get into local universities, Secondary 5 or 7 is 
the end of education to the majority of students in Hong Kong, after which they will 
probably join the workforce. Senior secondary school students were, therefore, chosen 
to be the target of the proposed study as the English level at which the students attain 
in senior secondary schools will be very likely to cease rising or rise a little, if any, 
throughout the following 30 - 40 years of their working lives. Information about 
students' vocabulary development can surely serve as a good indicator whether they 
need further enhancements of their vocabulary knowledge in order to meet the 
ever-growing language needs in workplace. 
The question is also important to concerned government authorities such as the 
Hong Kong Education Bureau. The importance of possessing adequate vocabulary is 
always pinpointed by the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority. The 
officials in the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority comment that 
students lack vocabulary to express themselves clearly and effectively in their reports 
(2001, 2002, 2004 & 2005) on Hong Kong students' performance in the Hong Kong 
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Certificate Education Examination (English language). Nevertheless, as mentioned 
earlier, there is no part devoted to testing students' English vocabulary knowledge in 
the Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination (HKCEE) and the Hong Kong 
Advanced Level Examination (HKALE), the two major public examinations in Hong 
Kong. An investigation into the vocabulary knowledge of secondary school students in 
Hong Kong is urgently needed in order to develop deeper understandings and insights 
about the secondary school students' English vocabulary knowledge, which can in turn 
help concerned government bodies and educationalists come up with more appropriate 
measures to remedy the problem of students' deteriorating English proficiency. Despite 
the very importance of research studies looking into the vocabulary knowledge of 
secondary school students in Hong Kong, very few studies of this topic have been 
conducted. 
Apart from the absence of a vocabulary section in public exams, the importance 
of vocabulary in L2 learning/acquisition, and also inadequate research studies 
conducted to look into this research area, what has happened in the local Hong Kong 
education system since the reverse of sovereignty in 1997 is also one of the main 
driving forces of the proposed study. The Education Bureau in Hong Kong reports in 
their website that in 2007/2007, there are "566 secondary schools" (Education and 
Manpower Bureau, 2007). Due to the medium of instruction policy issued in 1998 by 
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the Hong Kong Government, among the 566 secondary schools, as few as 114 schools 
are allowed to remain using English as the medium of instruction. The other schools 
had to switch to Chinese as the medium of instruction. Chui (2004) claims that 
"students from genuine English-medium schools will, obviously, possess a much larger 
pool of English vocabulary than those from Chinese-medium schools on account of 
their exposure to a richer linguistic environment." (p. 31) 2006 is the eighth year of the 
implementation of the MOI policy. Previous studies done locally did not investigate 
vocabulary knowledge of students affected by the MOI policy. It is, therefore, 
definitely worth studying the vocabulary knowledge of secondary school students in 
Hong Kong. 
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1.4 Research Questions 
In order to narrow down the scope of the present research study, the following 3 
research questions were set to guide the present study. 
Research questions 
1. How many English words do Hong Kong senior secondary school students know? 
2. Do students with different educational backgrounds have different vocabulary size? 
3. Is there a positive correlation between Hong Kong senior secondary school 
students' vocabulary size and their success in English in HKCEE? 
With reference to question 2，the following sub-questions are raised: 
2a Is there a difference in vocabulary size among students of different streams? If yes, 
to what extent are they different from each other in terms of vocabulary size? 
2b. Is there a difference in vocabulary size among students from different schools in 
which different medium of instruction - English and Chinese 一 are adopted? If yes, to 
what extent are they different from each other in terms of vocabulary size? 
2c. Is there a difference in vocabulary size among students using textbooks written in 
different languages — English and Chinese? If yes, to what extent are they different 
from each other in terms of vocabulary size? 
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1.5 Organization of the Thesis 
In this thesis, there are six chapters altogether. With a view to facilitating the 
readability, there are introduction and summary sections in each chapter. 
Chapter 1 Introduction provides the readers with an overview of the reasons for 
conducting the present research study and the scope. Research questions guiding the 
present study are listed and the overall structure of the thesis outlined. 
Chapter 2 Literature review reviews linguistic concepts, theories, and research 
studies highly related to the present study. Major areas in the literature review include 
the nature of vocabulary, second language vocabulary learning, and vocabulary testing. 
As this thesis concerns vocabulary learning in Hong Kong, information about Hong 
Kong English language education, medium-of-instruction policies, and past research 
studies conducted in Hong Kong are provided so that readers can develop a deeper 
understanding of the present research. 
Chapter 3 Research Design accounts for the way in which the present study was 
conducted. Four major parts of the research, i.e. participants, instruments, data 
collection, and data analysis, are discussed in detail. 
Chapter 4 Results reports the findings as opposed to the research questions stated 
previously. The findings are analyzed with the help of descriptive and inferential 
statistics. 
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Chapter 5 Discussion fiirther provides an in-depth elaboration on the findings 
reported in Chapter 4, with the significance of the research findings discussed and 
speculation of the factors contributing to the patterns of the results obtained. 
Chapter 6 Conclusion, finally, concludes the thesis by highlighting the 
pedagogical implications of the present research. The limitations of the project are also 
discussed and some suggestions for future investigation are provided. 
1.6 Summary 
y 
As mentioned previously, members of various sectors in society have been 
expressing their concerns over the deteriorating English standard of Hong Kong 
students and this became the driving force of the present study. As various research 
studies suggest that one's vocabulary knowledge is highly correlated to his/her general 
language proficiency, vocabulary knowledge was chosen as the research area. The 
present study proposes three research questions about the breadth of vocabulary of 
Hong Kong senior secondary school students. It is hoped that the findings obtained can 
provide some implications of the teaching and learning of second language vocabulary 
for the teaching profession in Hong Kong. 
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CHAPTER 2 LITERTATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
As the current study aims at probing Hong Kong senior secondary school 
students' vocabulary knowledge, a literature review on areas of vocabulary research 
and theories will be provided in this chapter. However, due to the fact that vocabulary 
research and theories are such a broad area that it is difficult, if not impossible, to 
provide a comprehensive literature review on vocabulary in this thesis. Instead, only 
areas of vocabulary research and theories which are highly relevant to the present 
study will be included so as to justify the present research design and facilitate the 
discussion and interpretation of data obtained in the research study. In order to enhance 
the readability of this literature review, basic concepts of vocabulary theories will be 
introduced in the earlier sections while advanced concepts and recent vocabulary 
research studies conducted locally will be introduced and discussed in an in-depth way 
in later sections. The first section of the literature review, Importance of vocabulary 
and vocabulary knowledge, as its title implies, will point out the importance of 
vocabulary in second language learning and conceptualizes the fundamental issues, 
constituting a solid foundation for the present research study. 
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2.2 Importance of Vocabulary 
Many experts in the vocabulary field highlight the importance of vocabulary 
knowledge in second language acquisition. Read (2000), for example, comments that 
words are "the basic building blocks" (p.l). Indeed, this comment is particularly true to 
beginners or intermediate L2 learners. How can one express his/her thoughts and 
understand other people's utterances without any understanding of the words being 
used? In terms of production, in his work Linguistics in language teaching, Wilkins 
(1972), the linguist who proposes 'the notional syllabus' (1976) to language teaching, 
stresses the importance of vocabulary: "without grammar very little can be conveyed; 
without vocabulary nothing can be conveyed" (p . I l l ) In terms of comprehension, 
Laufer (1997) comments that "no text comprehension is possible, either in one's native 
language or in a foreign language, without understanding the text's vocabulary." (p. 20) 
Without doubt, vocabulary plays a central role in language acquisition and learning. 
However, to what extent is one's English vocabulary knowledge related to his/her 
English proficiency? The importance of vocabulary knowledge in second language 
learning/acquisition is, as a matter of fact, supported by empirical evidence. Nation and 
Meara (2002) cite the results of a number of research studies which investigated the 
correlation between one's vocabulary knowledge and his/her English proficiency and 
argue that they are closely related. 
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2.3 Vocabulary Knowledge 
2.3.1 Definition of a 'word' 
Before the central issues of vocabulary research and vocabulary assessment are 
discussed, a number of basic but essential concepts should be touched upon first. The 
very first definition to be mentioned is the definition of a word. What is a word? As far 
as most people are concerned, words refer to a set of characters isolated by 
punctuations or space in between. However, is the definition that simple and clear-cut? 
In his book Assessing Vocabulary, Read (2000) discusses some of the central issues 
and explores definitions of various important concepts in the field of vocabulary. In a 
chapter entitled 'the nature of vocabulary', Read first explores the definition of a word. 
The first concept mentioned is the distinction between tokens and types. "The number 
of tokens is the same as the total number of word forms... the number of types is the 
total number of the different word forms" (2000, p. 18) The author then moves on to 
discuss the concept of 'lemma'. Words such as leaks, leaking, leaked, leaky, and 
leakage share the same base. In vocabulary studies, lemma refers to the base, and 
inflected word forms with the same base and sharing a common meaning belong to the 
same word family. 
Perhaps, one may ask a question "Do the above discussions about the definition of 
'words' matter when linguists look into vocabulary acquisition and learning?" The 
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answer is "Yes, it does." As stated by McNeil (1994), if a person knows the word 
'economy', can we assume that he/she knows words such as 'economist', 'economical', 
and 'economic'? His question is crucial because if the answer is 'yes', the estimated 
vocabulary size of a person would be bigger. If the answer is 'no', the number would 
drop drastically. 
2.3.2 Definition of knowing a word 
After the discussion on the definition of words, the next area to be discussed is the 
definition of knowing a word. What does "knowing a word" mean? Does the ability to 
recognize the meanings of the words mean knowing the words? Or, is the ability to use 
the words correctly in a sentence considered as knowing the words? Wesche and 
Paribakht(1996) comment that there is a "lack of agreement among theoreticians, 
researchers, and questionnaire respondents about what it means to know a word." 
(Wesche & Paribakht, 1996, p. 15) Among various frameworks of vocabulary 
knowledge proposed by different researchers and linguists in the vocabulary field on 
the definitions of knowing a word, three frameworks are often cited and referred to. 
They are Richard's eight assumptions about vocabulary knowledge (1976), Carter's 
proposed seven characteristics of knowing a word in second language acquisition 
(1998), and Nation's model of vocabulary knowledge (2001). 
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2.3.2.1 Richards，eight assumptions 
Richards (1976), an authoritative figure in the field of applied linguistics, 
proposes his vocabulary knowledge framework in one of his frequently cited papers, 
"The role of vocabulary teaching" published in TESOL Quarterly. There are eight 
assumptions in his framework which covers a wide range of aspects of what is meant 
by knowing a word. As commented by Read (2000), the framework is influential as it 
grows "out of developments in linguistic theory in the 1960s and 1970s" (p.25). Meara 
(1996) points out that Richards (1976), in fact, does not intend to provide a 
comprehensive vocabulary framework. As what readers see from Table 1，some aspects 




Richard's Eight Assumptions about Vocabulary Knowledge (Richards, 1976, p.83) 
Assumption 1 The native speaker of a language continues to expand his vocabulary in 
adulthood, whereas there is comparatively little development of syntax 
in adult life. 
Assumption 2 Knowing a word means knowing the degree of probability of 
encountering that word in speech or print. For many words we also 
know the sort of words most likely to be found associated with the 
word. 
Assumption 3 Knowing a word implies knowing the limitations imposed on the use 
of the word according to variations of function and situation 
Assumption 4 Knowing a word means knowing the syntactic behaviour associated 
with the word. 
Assumption 5 Knowing a word entails knowledge of the underlying form of a word 
and the derivations that can be made from it. 
Assumption 6 Knowing a word entails knowledge of the network of associations 
between that word and other words in the language. 
Assumption 7 Knowing a word means knowing the semantic value of a word. 
Assumption 8 Knowing a word means knowing many of the different meanings 
associated with a word. 
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2.3.2.2 Carter's seven characteristics 
Carter (1998) provides a comprehensive review of definitions of knowing a word 
in a chapter in his book Vocabulary: Applied Linguistic Perspectives, and concludes 
the chapter by offering seven characteristics concerning knowing a word. Compared 
with Richards' eight assumptions, Carter's seven characteristics, obviously, cover more 
aspects and offer more descriptions of different aspects of knowing a word. As 
commented by Chui (2004), "his list is composed of nearly all aspects that one can 
think of concerning vocabulary usage: grammar, morphology, semantics, pragmatics, 
association, collocation, idiomatic usage, frequency of occurrence, and the distinction 
between active and passive knowledge" (p. 11). 
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Table 1. 
Carter's Proposed Characteristics of Knowing a Word in Second Language 
Acquisition (Carter, 1998，p.239) 
1. It means knowing how to use it productively and having the ability to recall it 
for active use，although for some purposes only passive knowledge is necessary 
and some words for some users are only ever known passively. 
2. It means knowing the likelihood of encountering the word in either spoken or 
written contexts or in both. 
3. It means knowing the syntactic frames into which the word can be slotted and 
the underlying forms and derivations which can be made from it. 
4. It means knowing the relations it contracts with other words in the language 
and with related words in an LI as well. 
5. It means perceiving the relative coreness of the word as well as its more 
marked pragmatic and discoursal functions and its style-levels 
6. It means knowing the different meanings associated with it and，often in a 
connected way, the range of its collocational patterns. 
7. It means knowing words as part of or wholly as fixed expressions conveniently 
memorized to repeat - and adapt - as the occasion arises. 
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2.3.2.3 Nation's model 
Among the three common vocabulary frameworks mentioned, it is Nation's 
model (1990) which is widely adopted and used. The main features of the Nation's 
model are that it emphasizes that knowing a word involves many different aspects such 
as morphology, collocation, and phonology, with the different aspects carefully 
classified into different categories, form, position, function and meaning. Take the 
category 'form' as an illustration. It is ftirther divided into "spoken form", which refers 
to the phonological and phonetic knowledge, and also the "written form" referring to 
the orthographic representation and the morphological knowledge. It also draws 
people's attention to the distinction between receptive vocabulary and productive 
vocabulary. 
In one of his well-known publications Learning vocabulary in another language. 
Nation (2001) refined his word knowledge framework proposed in 1990. The refined 
framework reduces the number of categories from four to three and reorganizes the 
different components, offering a better classification of different aspects of vocabulary 
knowledge. Both Nation's frameworks are shown in Tables 3 and 4. 
1 8 
Table 3. 
Nation's Word Knowledge Framework (Nation，1990，p. 31) 
Form 
Spoken form R What does the word sound like? 
P How is the word pronounced? 
Written form R What does the word look like? 
P How is the word written and spelled? 
Position 
Grammatical patterns R In what patterns does the word occur? 
P In what patterns must we use the word? 
Collocations R What words or types of words can be expected before or 
after the word? 
P What words or types of words must we use with this 
word? 
Function 
Frequency R How common is the word? 
P How often should the word be used? 
Appropriateness R Where would we expect to meet this word? 
P Where can this word be used? 
Meaning 
Concept R What does the word mean? 
P What word should be used to express his meaning? 
Associations R What other words does this word make us think of? 
P What other words could we use instead of this one? 
Table 4: 




Form and meaning 




Constraints on use (register, frequency, etc) 
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2.3.3 Receptive vocabulary versus productive vocabulary 
As shown in the above tables about the different aspects of vocabulary knowledge, 
vocabulary learning is widely considered as a continuum in which learners start from 
knowing very little about the meanings of the words and their forms, and then move on 
to discover their grammatical functions and collocations before they can finally use 
their own words at their own will. As a matter of fact, one of the strengths of Nation's 
model of vocabulary knowledge is that it draws a clear distinction between receptive 
vocabulary and productive vocabulary. Simply put, receptive vocabulary refers to the 
vocabulary items which learners can recognize while productive vocabulary refers to 
the vocabulary items which learners can put into use. It almost goes without saying 
that people can recognize much more words than words which they can actually use. 
Because of this special nature of vocabulary, given the same group of participants, 
vocabulary instruments measuring these two completely different kinds of vocabulary 
knowledge will definitely yield different results, with a much higher number of words 
in receptive vocabulary tests and a much lower score in productive vocabulary tests. 




Nation's Observations Drawn from Two Reports (Laufer, 1998; Nation & Waring, 
1997) on Vocabulary Acquisition: 
1 • Learners' receptive vocabulary size is greater than their productive vocabulary 
size. 
2. The ratio of receptive vocabulary to productive is not constant. 
3. As learners' vocabulary increases the proportion of receptive vocabulary 
becomes greater. That is, the gap between receptive and productive vocabulary 
becomes greater at the lower-frequency levels. 
4. A large production of the high-frequency vocabulary is known both receptively 
and productively. 
5. Increases in vocabulary size as measured by direct measures of vocabulary 
(decontextualized vocabulary tests) are not necessarily reflected in an increase 
in vocabulary in use (proportion of low-frequency words used in writing a 
composition). 
2.4 Vocabulary Acquisition (LI) and Learning (L2) 
2.4.1 LI vocabulary VS L2 vocabulary 
Despite the fact that different research studies yield different results of native 
speakers' vocabulary size, there is one thing which people are sure of. Native speakers 
must know a large number of words in order to deal with their everyday language 
needs. Nagy and & Anderson (1984) suggest that estimates of around 20,000 words for 
LI university students are very likely to be accurate, meaning that native speakers 
learn between 1,000 words and 2000 words per year, or 3 to 7 words per day. 
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Vocabulary studies done in Hong Kong (Chui, 2004; Littlewood & Liu, 1996; Barber, 
1999; Fan, 2001) show that Hong Kong students in general, even tertiary students, do 
not possess such a large amount of vocabulary. Why is there such a huge gap between 
native speakers' vocabulary size and that of the second language learners in general? 
The present study looking into what is happening in the vocabulary learning process in 
secondary schools in Hong Kong may shed some light on the huge difference between 
native speakers' vocabulary size and that of students in Hong Kong. 
2.4.2 Incidental learning versus explicit learning 
The major way through which native speakers acquire most of their LI 
vocabulary is incidental vocabulary learning. "... [L]earners acquire knowledge of new 
words incrementally as they encounter them in context through their reading and 
listening activities” (Read, 2000, p. 39). As for L2 learners, explicit learning and 
incidental learning are involved. Nation (2001) emphasizes that while direct and 
explicit teaching of common vocabulary items is necessary and useful to beginners and 
intermediate L2 learners, most of the L2 vocabulary items are actually learnt 
incidentally. Generally speaking, the majority of second language learners do not have 
as much an abundant language environment as native speakers do. How does the factor 
of lack of exposure to the target language affect learners' L2 vocabulary development? 
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Nation (2001) stresses the importance of repetitions of vocabulary lexical items in 
second language classrooms by pointing out that L2 learners cannot learn the 
vocabulary lexical items in only one exposure. It can be anticipated that if not given 
adequate exposure, learners may encounter problems building up their vocabulary 
bank. 
It goes without saying that second or foreign language learners are generally 
apprehensive when faced with the task of learning and managing enormous amounts of 
vocabulary which seems almost an unachievable goal. Nassaji (2003) mentions that 
many ESOL teachers assume that L2 learners making inference about word meaning 
when encountering an unknown word in a text is a significant process in learning new 
L2 vocabulary. Incidental learning, or generally referred as learning vocabulary 
through guessing, is definitely an important process of vocabulary acquisition as far as 
LI learners are concerned. As for L2 learning, there is, however, a lack of strong 
evidence. As a consequence, Nassaji (2003) conducted a research study to investigate 
the strategies, knowledge sources, and their relationship with success in L2 lexical 
inferencing. The Analysis shows that generally speaking, the rate of successful L2 
lexical guessing is low even when learners use the strategies and knowledge sources 
they have at their disposal. With ESL/EFL teachers working against the clock as 
teaching time in general is limited, it is impossible for teachers to devote the majority 
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of teaching time to vocabulary teaching. Therefore, there are reasons to believe that 
teachers may have difficulty improving their students' English vocabulary knowledge 
under these circumstances that teachers are not given adequate time and L2 learners 
often cannot make accurate guesses at the meanings of unknown words. 
2.5 Vocabulary Testing 
Vocabulary testing is closely related to vocabulary acquisition and learning. In a 
bid to help researchers unveil the secrets behind the process of vocabulary acquisition 
and learning, vocabulary testing is, therefore, needed. How many vocabulary 
measuring instruments are there? Can researchers use only one vocabulary measuring 
instrument to measure all aspects of learners' vocabulary knowledge? The following 
section will address the above central issues regarding vocabulary testing. 
2.5.1 Vocabulary measuring instruments 
What is a good vocabulary test? Considering different aspects of vocabulary 
knowledge mentioned above, Nation (2001) comments that it is impossible to devise a 
vocabulary test which can measure all aspects of vocabulary knowledge. As a result, 
various vocabulary measuring instruments measuring different aspects of vocabulary 
knowledge have been developed and they all suit different purposes. It has to be 
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stressed that semantics is merely one of the aspects of vocabulary knowledge. 
Knowing a word means much more than knowing its meanings. Whatever aspects the 
vocabulary measuring instruments aim at investigating, a good vocabulary test should 
possess a high reliability, validity, practicality, and good washback effects just as other 
language tests do. In his authoritative publication Learning vocabulary in another 
language. Nation (2001) interprets these four elements from the perspective of 
measuring vocabulary: 
"In general, a good vocabulary test has plenty of items (around 
30 is probably a minimum of a reliable test). It uses a test item 
type which requires learners to use the kind of vocabulary 
knowledge that you want to test. It is easy enough to make, 
mark and interpret, and it has a good effect on the learning and 
teaching that leads up to the test and follows it." (p.345) 
Read (1993) classifies the existing vocabulary test formats. He makes the 
classification based on four dimensions: (1) simple to more complex test formats, (2) 
verifiable responses vs. self-reports, (3) breadth and depth of knowledge, and (4) 
testing in context vs. testing in isolation. It should also be pointed out that the way in 
which a vocabulary test is set depends on several factors, examples of which are the 
purposes of the test and also the time allowed. A vocabulary size test may be more 
2 5 
suitable for placement and diagnostic purposes while a vocabulary test which tests 
learners' vocabulary depth may be more suitable for checking learners' progress in a 
vocabulary course. 
2.5.2 Vocabulary frequency levels 
Another point worth mentioning concerning vocabulary measuring instruments is 
that no matter which vocabulary measuring instruments are used, words tested in 
commonly-used and standardized vocabulary tests are normally categorized in terms of 
2,000, 3,000, 5,000, UWL (University Wordlist), and 10,000 word frequency levels. 
The 2,000 and 3,000 word levels cover high frequency words, the university word 
level contain a kind of specialized vocabulary, the 5, 000 level is somewhere between 
the low-frequency words and high-frequency words, and the 10, 000 represent the 
low-frequency words. Read (1988) illustrates that these different words in different 
word-frequency levels "were selected on the basis of the frequency data in Thorndike 
and Lorge (1944), with cross-checking against the General Service List (for the 
2,000-word level) and Kucera and Francis (1967). The one exception was the 
university word level, for which the specialized count of Campion and Elley(1971) 
was used. (This excluded the first 5, 000 word of Thorndike and Lorge)" (p. 17) 
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2.5.3 Laufer and Nation (1999)，s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test 
As mentioned in the previous discussion, vocabulary knowledge does not only 
include the semantic aspect, the aspect which many people can think of immediately, 
but also many other aspects such as collocation, orthography, and phonetics. It is 
difficult, if not impossible, to design a test which investigates all aspects of one's 
vocabulary knowledge. While some vocabulary measuring instruments are responsible 
for measuring one's vocabulary depth, there are also various vocabulary measuring 
instruments which measure one's vocabulary breadth. One of the examples is the 
Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test. 
Nation's Vocabulary Levels Test is "the nearest thing we have to a standard test in 
vocabulary" (Meara, 1996, as cited in Read, 2000, p. 118). The original version of 
Nation (1983)，s Vocabulary Levels Test aims at measuring the size of receptive 
vocabulary of test takers and the test is in a matching format with 36 words and 18 
definitions at each word-frequency level. 
1. File 
… ， c i v e iook cioseiy 
3. Oblige stop doing someth:::^ 
4. Peer cry out loudly in fear 
5. Quit 
6. Scream 
(Nation, 2001, p. 181) 
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Laufer and Nation's Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (1999), in the form of a 
blank-filling task, was developed later to evaluate the productive vocabulary 
knowledge of test-takers. Nation and Meara (2002) comment that Nation's Productive 
Vocabulary Level Test can illustrate 'whether a learner's knowledge of a word has 
begun to move towards productive mastery" (p.47) Because of its nature of measuring 
the productive aspect of vocabulary knowledge, Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test was adopted as the instrument in this study and will be 
thoroughly discussed in Chapter 3. 
2.6 Local Education Svstem - English Language Teaching 
and Medium of Instruction Policy 
2.6.1 Current trend in language testing 
As Read (2000) comments, due to the recent trend of communicative language 
teaching (CLT) approach, which emphasizes communication of meanings, tests tend to 
be set in a way which echo the CLT, and vocabulary, therefore, is no longer tested as an 
independent section in language tests. Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment 
Authority, following closely the international trend and practice of language testing, 
does not include any parts devoted to measuring students' vocabulary knowledge in the 
2 8 
two local major examinations, HKCEE and HKALE. As a result, questions such as 
'How many words do the students in Hong Kong know?' and 'what vocabulary should 
they work on?，are unanswered. 
2.6.2 Vocabulary wordlist 
The question 'How many words do students in Hong Kong know?' could still be 
answered if there were a prescribed vocabulary list in the English curriculum set by the 
Hong Kong Government. Syllabuses for Secondary Schools: English Language SI - 5 
published by the former Education Department (which is now the Education Bureau) in 
1999 comments that "the vocabulary items that learners encounter, acquire and use at 
each Key State vary with the tasks and the amount of language support that learners 
experience in the learning environment. It is, therefore, not useful to prescribe or 
suggest a vocabulary list out of contest for each Key Stage" (Education Department, 
1999, p. 15). As a matter of fact, the concerned education authorities in the Hong Kong 
government finally realized the need to prescribe a vocabulary list. Curriculum 
Development Council and the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority 
published new syllabuses proposed for the new senior secondary curriculum which will 
start in 2009. The new syllabuses state that 
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"with the aim of strengthening learners' vocabulary knowledge and use 
through specifying the minimum vocabulary content that learners in 
primary and secondary schools should master, a vocabulary list is 
currently being developed for the various Key Stages from KS1 to Senior 
Secondary level. It is based on a rigorous research process taking into 
account international word lists, feedback from and professional consensus 
among reference groups of practicing local teachers, the range of themes 
and topics that student learning activities are generally built around, and 
learners' needs and interests." (Curriculum Development Council and the 
Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority, 2006, pp. 24-25) 
The situation of students' vocabulary knowledge in terms of quality and quantity 
could still be answered if there were research studies investigating textbooks for local 
secondary schools. No research studies have been done since Cheung and Lee (1986) 
proposed a basic English vocabulary list for secondary school students derived from 
their investigation of the English vocabulary used in different textbooks in secondary 
schools. 
2.6.3 Medium of instruction policy in Hong Kong 
Johnson (1998) and Littlewood and Liu (1996) report that at the time their 
research studies were conducted, most teaching in primary schools in Hong Kong was 
conducted in Cantonese, the Chinese dialect used by the majority of the people living 
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in Hong Kong. Concerning the medium of instruction in secondary schools, there was 
a huge discrepancy between the Government policy and the actual situation in 
secondary schools in Hong Kong during the British colonial rule. Before the reverse of 
sovereignty of Hong Kong in 1997, most schools claimed that they used English for all 
the subjects except Chinese, Chinese History, and Putonghua. However, as pinpointed 
by Littlewood and Liu (1996) and Walters and Balla (1998), many secondary schools 
used written materials such as textbooks and examinations in English while most of the 
classroom instruction was in Cantonese. 
In 1998, just one year after the handover, the HKSAR government introduced the 
hotly-debated mother-tongue policy into the local education system and required 
almost 80% of all secondary schools in Hong Kong to use Chinese in the junior forms 
from Secondary 1 to 3. It is commonly misbelieved that the Chinese medium of 
instruction policy in Hong Kong was made after 1997. This policy, in fact, dates back 
to 1973. People were not aware of its existence because of the laissez-faire system 
adopted by the former Hong Kong colonial Government. After the handover. Hong 
Kong SAR Government's stance on CMI policy reaches its apex. CMI policy was 
made compulsory in the junior secondary curriculum in almost 80% of the secondary 
schools in Hong Kong. Only 114 secondary schools can continue to adopt English as 
the medium of instruction. The officials in the then Education and Manpower Bureau 
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emphasized that teaching content-matter subjects in Cantonese instead of English, if 
other factors being kept equal, would be more efficient and effective as far as the 
majority of the students in Hong Kong are concerned. 
As mentioned in an earlier section, second or foreign language learners are shown 
not to be able to benefit as much from contexts as generally believed. As a matter of fact, 
one of the obstacles to successful second language learning is the limited teaching hours 
in schools. Students in Hong Kong having to take a number of subjects, local schools 
normally cannot allocate sufficient teaching time to English lessons. Therefore, there are 
strong reasons to speculate that students in Chinese-medium-instruction schools may 
fall victim to the Government's language education policy. It is because the way in 
which students in the past could learn vocabulary in other subjects which are taught in 
English cannot be used any more. Common English words such as 'Government', 
'ancient', 'mental', 'experiment' which could be learnt in subjects in Science, History, 
and Social Studies when they were taught in English before the implementation of the 
medium-of-instruction policy may become unfamiliar to many students in schools in 
which Chinese is used as the medium of instruction. It is, therefore, logical to speculate 
that the MOI policy, which stipulates that the majority of secondary schools in Hong 
Kong should use Chinese as the medium of instruction, would have tremendous 
influence on students' learning of vocabulary items as their exposure to vocabulary 
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items is dauntingly reduced. 
2.7 Recent Relevant Vocabulary Studies in Hong Kong 
Before the implementation of the policy, a number of research studies looking into 
the area of vocabulary learning of local students had been conducted. However, since 
the policy was issued by the Hong Kong Government in 1998, the question 'How many 
words do our students know?' has not been much investigated. As a result, there is an 
urgent need to conduct vocabulary research studies to investigate the vocabulary 
knowledge of students in Hong Kong. 
Frequently citied local research studies on students' vocabulary knowledge are 
studies done by Littlewood and Liu (1996), Barber (1999), Cobb and Horst (1999), Fan 
(2001), and Chui (2004). They looked into the vocabulary knowledge of students in 
Hong Kong. They all find that there is a significant correlation between the vocabulary 
scores of the students participating in their studies and their performance in English in 
the public examinations in Hong Kong. The following sections provide a brief review of 
some of the past vocabulary research studies done in the territory. 
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2.7.1 Littlewood and Liu (1996) 
Littlewood and Liu (1996) carried out a research study entitled "The LEAP 
(Learning Experience and Aptitude Project) Project" to investigate English language 
experiences and proficiency of 110 first-year students who entered universities in Hong 
Kong. For the research study, the short version of the Vocabulary Levels Test on "semi 
productive" vocabulary (Laufer & Nation, 1995) was employed. Results show that 
"many Hong Kong students operate with a limited knowledge of vocabulary" 
(Littlewood & Liu, 1996, p. 55). One should not forget that Hong Kong students 
admitted to local universities are among the top 18% of the entire student population. 
The research findings should be treated as alarming signals and problems related to 
English vocabulary learning in Hong Kong should deserve our attention, 
2. 7. 2 Barber (1999) 
Barber (1999)'s study is the most recent study looking into the vocabulary 
knowledge of Hong Kong secondary school students. The focus of the study was to 
investigate the correlation between student's vocabulary knowledge and their English 
results in HKCEE. The study employed Nation (1983)，s Word Levels Test on passive 
vocabulary knowled即 and involved 86 secondary 6 students from 3 Band 1 ^ 
1 At the time Barber (1999)'s study was conducted, sccondaiy schools in Hong Kone was classified into 
5 bands based on their intake of Secondaiy 1 students, with Band 1 ranked the lop 20% or me secon二…： 
schools in Hong Kong and Band 5 the bottom 20%. 
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English-medium schools. It was found that students' vocabulary scores correlate 
positively and significantly with their results in English Language (Syllabus B) in 
Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination. 
2.7.3 Cobb and Horst (1999) 
This study aims at finding out how many high-frequency word families university 
students know and if the length of the time students spent learning English correlates 
positively with their vocabulary scores. Similar to Barber (1999)，s study, the study uses 
Nation's Word Levels Test on passive vocabulary knowledge. It was revealed that 
"students knew virtually all of the 2,000 most basic word families of English," (p.4) 
and "performance at the 3000 and 5000 levels was also high. Significant differences 
were found between the two groups at the 3000 and 5000 word levels while no 
significant differences were found at the UWL level" (p.4). 
Among local research studies on vocabulary knowledge of students in Hong Kong, 
the one done by Cobb and Horst (2000) is of the smallest scale. It only involved 21 
first-year students and 28 second-year students in a university in Hong Kong, causing 
the research study not representative enough. 
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2.7.4 Fan (2001) 
The research study conducted by Fan (2001) investigates the receptive vocabulary 
knowledge of around 1000 first-year university students in Hong Kong, and therefore 
the Vocabulary Levels Tests developed by Nation(1999), which is in a matching format, 
was used. The research study shows that there is a strong correlation between students' 
performance in the vocabulary test and their grades in English in the Hong Kong 
Advanced Level Examination. Generally speaking, students performed quite well in 
the 2,000 word level. However, when it comes to 3,000 and UWL levels, the D and E 
grade students showed a sudden drop compared to students who scored A, B or C. 
Besides, the results also show that students from Chinese-medium schools performed 
less well than their English counterparts do at all word-frequency levels, particularly at 
the University-Wordlist level. It has been found that students in Chinese medium 
schools needed help with vocabulary, particularly academic vocabulary. It should be 
noted that there were only 31 participants from Chinese medium schools. The question 
'to what extent did the policy of medium of instruction introduced by the Government 
affect their vocabulary learning' was not fully addressed in Fan (2001)’s study. 
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2.7.5 Chui (2004) 
The study conducted by Chui (2004) is the most recent vocabulary study on 
university students in Hong Kong. Chui employed Laufer and Nation (1999)'s 
Productive Vocabulary Levels Test, which is the vocabulary measuring instrument used 
in the present study. Chui (2004) looked into the English vocabulary knowledge of 185 
newly-admitted university students and the correlation between their English 
vocabulary knowledge and their HKALE English results. The study shows that 
participants did satisfactorily at 2,000, 3,000, and UWL word levels, but did poorly at 
5,000 and 10,000 word levels. It also shows that students from English-medium 
schools did better than their Chinese counterparts at all word-frequency levels, with 
UWL word level being the level at which the greatest gap exists. Similar to Fan 
(2001)’s study, Chui (2004) only involves a small number of students from 
Chinese-medium schools, affecting its representativeness to reflect the vocabulary 
competence of students from Chinese-medium schools in general. 
2.8 The need for Further Studies 
Barber's study (1999) was the only local study conducted to investigate the 
vocabulary knowledge of Hong Kong secondary school students. However, her study 
only involved Band 1 English-medium schools. Apart from this, because only a small 
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number of students from a few schools of a particular banding participated in Barber 
(1999)'s study, it cannot reflect the true picture of vocabulary size of secondary school 
students in general. 
Fan (2001) and Chui (2004) did include first-year university students who are 
graduates of Chinese-medium schools. However, it should be pinpointed that those 
Chinese-medium schools had been using Chinese as the medium of instruction for a 
long time as a tradition, but not because of the Government policy. As a matter of fact, 
these first-year university students graduating from Chinese-medium schools were not 
affected by the Government's medium-of-instruction policy as they had been admitted 
to Secondary 1 before the implementation of the policv in 1998^. Before 1998. CMI 
schools were not the mainstream schools and some CMI secondary schools using 
Chinese as the medium of instruction as a tradition were not necessarily the bad ones; 
as a matter of fact, some of there were elite schools. As a result, the results of the 
participants from CMI schools in the studies conducted by Fan (2001) and Chui (2004) 
cannot fully reflect how the factor of the medium of instruction affected the vocabulary 
learning of the participants in the studies. Besides, there were only a very small 
number of students from Chinese-medium schools, with 47 students in Fan (2001)'s 
study and 32 in Chui (2004)'s study. 
2 The medium-of-instniction Dolicv introduced in 1998 by the Government stipulates that the policy 
…rtca irom Secondary 1，and would be introduced to Secondary 2 the next year and Secondary 3 two 
years later. Due to this arrangement, any students admitted to Secondary 1 before 1998 were not 
admitted by ihe policy. 
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The university students participating in studies done by Littlewood and Liu 
(1996), and Cobb and Horst (2000) share similar backgrounds with participants in Fan 
(2001)'s study and Chui (2004)'s study. They were not affected by the medium of 
instruction policy because they had entered secondary schools before the MOl policy 
were implemented. The question "To what extent Chinese-medium instruction affects 
the size of student's English vocabulary?" has not been fully answered in their studies. 
Thus, there is an urgency to conduct further vocabulary research studies, especially 
those related to Kong secondary school students. 
Nurweni and Read (1999) mention that students from different streams or 
disciplines seem to exhibit distinct patterns of vocabulary knowledge. Nevertheless, 
neither Barer (1999), the only local study investigating the vocabulary knowledge of 
Hong Kong secondary school students, nor other local studies concerning tertiary 
students in Hong Kong, touched on this issue except the most recent local vocabulary 
study conducted by Chui (2004) whose targets are first-year university students. 
Another factor contributing to the current study is the fact that only top 18% of 
the total student population can get into university, the vocabulary scores of the 
first-year students who participated in the study may not be the same of that of 
secondary school students in general. A deeper investigation of secondary school 
students in general, the result of which can inform us of the vocabulary level most 
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students reach at F. 5 -the end of formal education as far as many students in Hong 
Kong are concerned, is urgently needed. 
2.9 Summary 
As pointed out in the previous literature review, very little information, if not 
none, is available about Hong Kong secondary school students' vocabulary knowledge. 
Majority of local vocabulary research studies involve tertiary students. Despite the fact 
that there is a very limited number of vocabulary research studies that investigated 
Hong Kong secondary school students' vocabulary performance, those studies cannot 
reflect the current situation fully. 
First of all, the participants in most of the research studies conducted were not 
affected by the Government's medium of instruction policy introduced in 1998. Second, 
the studies involve either a small number of students or students from schools of a 
particular banding, leading to the results obtained in the studies not being able to 
accurately reflect the vocabulary performance of Hong Kong secondary school 
students in general. Hence, the dearth of information about Hong Kong secondary 
school students' English vocabulary proficiency is the main driving force of this 
research study. 
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH DESIGN 
3.1 Introduction 
Owing to the lack of information about Hong Kong secondary school students' 
vocabulary knowledge as illustrated in the previous literature review, the present study 
investigated the vocabulary size of Hong Kong secondary school students. Before 
moving onto the details about the research design of the current study, the major 
objectives have to be mentioned first It has to be noted that the way in which a 
research study is designed is closely related to its objectives. The major objectives of 
the present study are, first, to find out local senior secondary school students' 
vocabulary size, second, to investigate whether students with different educational 
backgrounds such as different streams have different vocabulary sizes, and above all, 
to probe whether there is a correlation between vocabulary sizes and the medium of 
instruction the participants' schools adopt. A vocabulary testing instrument was 
employed to test the students' vocabulary knowledge and a self-constructed 
questionnaire to elicit the personal information and the learning experience of the 
participants. Most of the data obtained in the vocabulary test and also the questionnaire 
is quantitative in nature. 
In the subsequent sections of this chapter, the details of the research method of 
4 1 
this present study will be thoroughly discussed. The chapter will begin by providing 
details of the participant-selection process, demographic information of the participants. 
What follows is the second section discussing instrumentation issues such as the 
justifications of the vocabulary test used in the study. The data collection procedures 
will be included in the third section. Finally, the chapter will end with the fourth 
section explaining the data processing and analysis. 
3. 2 Participants 
With the intention to obtain data which can be generalized later to reflect the 
picture of Hong Kong senior secondary school students' vocabulary performance in 
general with higher accuracy, the current study will involve a large number of students 
and schools of different bandings. Perhaps, one may ask 'Although the scope has been 
limited to senior secondary school students, there are still an enormous number of 
senior secondary school students. Who exactly are the participants? How were the 
participants selected? How is the selection procedure of participants justified?' All 
these questions will be answered in the subsequent discussion. Besides the answers to 
the questions raised above, a detailed description of the participants will also be 
provided so that readers can have sufficient background information of the present 
study. 
4 2 
3.2.1 Selection of participants 
Secondary 6 students were chosen as the target of the present study; There are a 
number of reasons for this choice. The very first obvious reason is that in Hong Kong, 
before promoted to Secondary 6, students have to finish the Hong Kong Certificate of 
Education Examination, the English results of which can be used later for investigating 
the correlation between the students' vocabulary performance and their English results. 
Second, Cobb and Horst (1999) comments that no significant vocabulary growth 
was observed in their study which compared the same group of first-year university 
students before and after a six-month period. Therefore, it is hoped that after five years 
of secondary schooling which can be deemed as a considerably long period, Secondary 
6 students from different streams and from schools of different medium of instruction 
will yield different results, if there are any. Besides, comparing the performance of 
secondary 6 participants with that of the newly-admitted university students in local 
vocabulary studies can help develop deeper insights about the vocabulary learning 
situation during the two-year Secondary 6 and 7 education. 
The next reason which is less obvious, but still worthy of our attention is that 
majority of students completing Secondary 5 are not promoted to Secondary 6. 
According to a report published by Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment 
Authority in 2005, the number of first-attempt school candidates sitting for the 2003 
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HKCEE was 69626 while the number of first-attempt school candidates sitting for the 
HKALE was 26714. Accordingly, only 40% of Secondary 5 graduates were promoted 
to Secondary 6. As mentioned earlier, only the top 18% of students in Hong Kong are 
enrolled in local universities. The vocabulary performance demonstrated in local 
studies investigating tertiary students' vocabulary size surely cannot be interpreted as 
the vocabulary performance of entire student population in general. Choosing 
Secondary 6 students as the targets of the present student will be more effective in 
terms of reflecting the vocabulary performance of secondary school students in Hong 
Kong in general. 
3.2.2 Profile of participants 
The representativeness of the current research will be reduced if the F. 6 
participants do not have diverse backgrounds. While it is not possible to name schools 
in this thesis, the four hundred and ninety four students participating in the study were 
in fact from different streams and schools of different bandings. Based on the above 
figure about the number of first-attempt school candidates in HKALE, the participants 
in this study occupy almost 2% of the total Secondary 6 student population and this 
percentage should be considered as a figure of adequate representativeness of the 
vocabulary performance of the general senior secondary school students. Compared to 
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previous studies done locally, this study involved a significantly higher number of 
participants. The present study involves 494 students whereas Chui (2004), for 
example, only involved 187 tertiary students in a tertiary institution in Hong Kong. 
3.2.2.1 Different streams of studies 
The participants' ages were from 16 to 19, with a male/female ratio of 2:3. The 
participants are mainly from the following three streams: Science, Arts, and Business. 
In Hong Kong, students are normally grouped in terms of streams. In the Science 
stream, the subjects which students usually take are Physics, Chemistry, Biology, 
Computer and Information Technology, and Additional Mathematics. As for the Arts 
streams, the subjects usually include Chinese History, History, Geography, and Chinese 
Literature. Principles of Accounts, Commerce, Economics, Word Processing and 
Business Communication are the subjects usually taken by the Business students. 
However, it should be pointed out that a very small number of students participating in 
the present study belonged to none of the three streams mentioned above. They chose 
to study a mix of subjects from different streams. 
The sampling of participants is considered satisfactory in the present study in 
terms of the percentages of students from different streams. According to a report on 
HKCEE Statistics of candidates published by the Hong Kong Examinations and 
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Assessment Authority (2006), the percentages of students sitting for exams of Science, 
Arts, and Business subjects are approximately 42%, 34%, and 24% respectively. As for 
the present study, the percentages of participants from Science stream. Arts stream, and 
Business stream being 59%, 27%, and 10% respectively. 
Whatever streams the participants belonged to, students were required to take two 
compulsory subjects, namely Chinese Language and Culture, and Use of English. As a 
pass in Use of English is one of the requirements for entry to local universities, schools 
take into consideration the language needs and levels of their students and normally 
allocate four to six hours a week, which are equivalent to six to eight 40-minute 
lessons, for Use of English, the name of the subject of English at Secondary 6 and 7 
levels in Hong Kong. 
I 
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Figure 1. Secondary 6 students (N=494) Constituting the Participants in the 
Present Study. 
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3.2.2.2 Participants' mother tongue and their English learning experience 
Among the 494 participants, 490 of them received their primary and junior 
secondary education before they were promoted to Secondary 6. 99% of the 
participants (490) speak Cantonese as their first language while 3 participants speak 
English as their first language and 1 participant indicates that Putonghua is used as 
his/her mother tongue. Majority of the participants (94.5%) have at least 7 years of 
experience of English learning- around 47.8 % of participants indicated that they had 
learnt English over 13 years and over 46.8% for seven to twelve years. Regarding the 
choice of medium of instruction, around 53.2% of the participants attend 
English-medium (EMI) secondary school, whereas the remaining attend 
Chinese-medium (CMI) schools. 
3.2.2.3 Participants' results in English in HKCEE 
It should be pointed out that at the time the present study was conducted, there 
existed two syllabi in English Language in Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination, namely Syllabus A, the easier one, and Syllabus B, the more challenging 
one. Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority states that grades obtained in 
English Language (Syllabus A) should be downgraded two grades when compared to 
grades obtained in English Language (Syllabus B). Grade A in English Language 
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(Syllabus A), for instance, is considered as Grade C in English Language (Syllabus B). 
The chart below reports participants' results in the English in HKCEE with grades in 
English (Syllabus A) converted to match with the grading scale of English Language 
(Syllabus B): 
F ^ ^ B I 
E 27 b 26 
1 2 4 飞 ！ 
19% 
1 5 9 — 
3 2 % 
i i 
i 
- - 一 , . — • — • — — • - — — — — 
Figure 2. English Language (Syllabus B) Results in HKCEE of Secondary 6 
Participants. (N=494) 
Table 6 




FregTiency Percent YaM Percent Percent 
TSEH I. 26 5 l 53 5 T " 
B 58 11.7 11.7 17.0 
C 94 19.0 19.0 36.0 
D 159 32.2 32.2 68.2 
E 124 25.1 25.1 93.3 
F 27 5.5 5.5 98.8 
U 6 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 494 100.0 100.0 
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Despite the fact that the participants in the study are selected randomly, their 
English results in the HKCEE are quite similar to those of Secondary 5 candidates 
sitting for the HKCEE in general. According to the statistics published by Hong Kong 
Examinations and Assessment Authority (2006), students getting grades D and E in 
English Language (Syllabus B) in the 2006 Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination occupy 28.7% and 34.8% of the general Secondary 6 student population 
respectively while students getting grades A, B and C occupy 3.2%, 3.4% and 8.3% 
respectively. The percentages of the Secondary 6 participants attaining A, B, C, D, E 
grades in English Language (Syllabus B) are 5.3%, 11.7%, 19%, 32% and 25.1%. The 
reason why there still exists a small gap between the percentages of different grades 
attained among the Secondary 6 participants and those of the general student 
population is that only the top 40% of Secondary 5 graduates in Hong Kong can be 
promoted to Secondary 6. 
3.2.2.4 Participants' results in HKCEE 
In normal circumstances, Secondary 5 graduates are admitted to Secondary 6 
based on the number of points they attain in the HKCEE - A = 5 , B = 4, C = 3 ,D = 2, 
E = 1, F & U = 0. The number of points is calculated by the best 6 subjects of the 
candidates. Table 7 reports participants' results in HKCEE. 
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It should be mentioned that the HKCEE results of the Secondary 6 participants 
are very similar to those of the general Secondary 6 student population. According to 
the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority (2006)，students getting 11 — 
15 points occupy 40% of the Secondary 6 student population. Those getting 16 - 19 
points occupy 27% of the Secondary student population whereas students having 20 
points or above occupy 26%. As for the present study, the Secondary 6 participants 
getting 11 - 15 points make up 28.3%, those getting 16 - 19 points 33% and those 
having 20 points or above 38.7%. Again, there exists a small gap between the 
participants' results and those of the general student population and the reason is same 
as the explanation offered previously: only the top 40% of Secondary 5 graduates can 
been enrolled in Secondary 6. 
The large sample size in the present study, together with satisfactory percentages 
of participants of different streams, different English grades in HKCEE, and different 
results in HKCEE, will be able to help the current study generate findings which can 
be generalized to represent the general situation of L2 vocabulary learning of senior 
secondary school students in Hong Kong. 
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Table 7 
occonaary o Participants' Results in HKCEE. (N=494) 
I C u m u l a t i v e 
F r e q u e n c y P e r c e n t V a l i d P e r c e n t P e r c e n t 
V a l i d 1 1 . 0 0 1 ！2 ！2 ~ 
1 2 . 0 0 7 1 .4 1 .4 1 .6 
1 3 . 0 0 2 3 4 .7 4 .7 6 .3 
1 4 . 0 0 5 4 1 0 .9 1 0 .9 1 7 .2 
1 5 . 0 0 5 5 11 .1 11 .1 2 8 . 3 
1 6 . 0 0 5 0 1 0.1 1 0.1 3 8 . 5 
1 7 . 0 0 4 2 8 .5 8 .5 4 7 . 0 
1 8 . 0 0 3 7 7 .5 7 .5 5 4 . 5 
1 9 . 0 0 3 4 6 .9 6 .9 61 .3 
2 0 . 0 0 41 8 .3 8 .3 6 9 . 6 
21 . 0 0 2 7 5 .5 5 .5 75 .1 
2 2 . 0 0 21 4 .3 4 .3 7 9 . 4 
2 3 . 0 0 1 9 3 .8 3 .8 8 3 . 2 
2 4 . 0 0 1 0 2 .0 2 .0 8 5 . 2 
2 5 . 0 0 1 4 2 .8 2 .8 88 .1 
2 6 . 0 0 1 1 2 .2 2 .2 9 0 . 3 
2 7 . 0 0 1 5 3 .0 3 .0 9 3 . 3 
2 8 . 0 0 1 2 2 .4 2 .4 9 5 . 7 
2 9 . 0 0 3 .6 .6 9 6 . 4 
3 0 . 0 0 1 8 3 .6 3 .6 1 0 0 . 0 
T o t a l 4 9 4 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 
3.3 Instrumentation 
3.3.1 Questionnaire 
The questionnaire (See Appendix B) is intended for a better understanding of the 
background of the participants. Not only is it used to obtain demographic data such as 
the participants' sex, age, mother tongue, streams, their English results and also overall 
results in HKCEE, but it also consists of questions asking about participants' English 
learning experience such as the length of time spent learning English, and the English 
language learning environment in their schools such as their official medium of 
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instruction, actual language use in teaching, and the languages in which most of their 
textbooks are written. As a matter of fact, with a view to collecting information as 
accurately as possible, questions are further divided into 3 different learning periods, 
Secondary 1 - 3 period. Secondary 4 - 5 period, and Secondary 6 - 7 period. It is 
hoped that the careful categorization adopted in the questionnaire can assist the 
interpretation of the vocabulary test results. Therefore, these variables will be used to 
establish relationships with the collected data in the vocabulary test. 
3.3.2 Vocabulary Measuring Instrument 
Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (Parallel Version 1 
[Version C]; see Appendix C) is adopted as the vocabulary measuring instrument of 
this research study. As mentioned previously, the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is 
a standardized and widely used test in vocabulary studies. The test was administered to 
investigate the participants' English vocabulary knowledge. The test employed is 
• i . 
mainly used for looking into vocabulary breadth from a productive perspective. 
Laufer and Nation (1999)’s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is in the form of 
filling in the blanks. The test consists of five parts, with each part testing 18 lexical 
items sampled from the five different word-frequency levels, the 2,000, 3,000, 5,000, 
UWL and 10,000 word-frequency levels. For each question, a meaningful sentence 
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context and the first few letters of the target items are provided in order that the test 
takers have sufficient clues to supply the target words if they are storied in their mental 
lexicon. Given the controlled testing environment, Laufer and Nation (1999) explain 
that what is measured in the test is the test takers' "controlled productive ability" (p. 
37). In other words, the test assesses the test takers' "ability to use a word when 
compelled to do so by a teacher or researcher" (p.37). 
The decision to use the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is justified by three 
considerations. In the first place, the score obtained at each level can be converted to a 
percentage score which can roughly reflect the proportion of words which the test 
takers are able to use at each level, thereby enabling personnel involved to have 
accurate interpretations on the performance of the test takers. Secondly, the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test has proved reliable and valid. One study reported in Laufer and 
Nation (1999) demonstrates that the test is able to distinguish EFL learners at different 
proficiency levels. Last but not least, as the target participants in the test are Hong 
Kong senior school students to whom solid and sound productive vocabulary 
knowledge is crucial to their academic studies, the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test 
should work well with the major objectives of the present study. 
5 3 
3.3.3 Measuring productive vocabulary knowledge 
Nation (1990) comments that "[p]roductive knowledge of a word includes the 
receptive knowledge and the extension of it. It involves knowing how to pronounce the 
word, how to write and spell it, and how to use it in correct grammatical patterns along 
with the words it usually collocates with" (p.32) McNeil (1994) pinpoints in his 
research article entitled 'Vocabulary testing: Defining word knowledge' that lexical 
errors by Chinese learners of English obtained by his earlier research show that 
learners tend to be confused about words which share the same roots. This implies that 
a person who demonstrates that he knows the word 'analysis' may not know to use 
words such as 'analyze' or 'analyst'. This serious implication is significant in three 
senses. First and foremost, if a receptive vocabulary measuring instrument is used for 
the present study, it is possible that test takers achieving good results in a receptive test 
do not possess a large pool of productive vocabulary. As a matter of fact, this 
speculation is not unfounded. Cobb (2000) suggests that the recognition vocabulary 
test may not reflect Chinese learners' English vocabulary proficiency accurately, owing 
to the influence from their LI. Chinese, as Cobb (2000) comments, tend to have a 
comparatively better visual memory. Second, as Secondary 6 students are on their 
paths to university education, possessing a satisfying amount of productive vocabulary 
is essential as the lectures and tutorial discussion in universities are often conducted in 
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English, assignments and essays written in English. Third, even if they opt to choose to 
work after graduation from secondary school, speaking and writing in English are 
integral to workplace in Hong Kong. 
3.3.4 Vocabulary breadth measure 
Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is adopted as the 
vocabulary measuring instrument of the present study owing to a number of factors. As 
this study involves a large number of participants, adopting an instrument measuring 
the vocabulary depth of the participants is hardly feasible. It is because the process is 
incredibly time-consuming. In fact, measuring vocabulary depth is not one of the major 
objectives of the present study. On the contrary, finding out how many words Hong 
Kong senior secondary school students know at different word-frequency levels is. 
Another justification for not measuring the vocabulary depth of the participants is that 
the vocabulary measuring instrument employed in the present study is Laufer and 
Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test. To a certain extent, the test can 
reflect the participants' vocabulary depth as without sufficient vocabulary knowledge 
of words examined in the test such as the semantic aspect, the morphological aspect 
and the grammatical aspect of vocabulary, how can the participants get a high score? 
It is Laufer and Nation (1999), two of the best known experts in the vocabulary 
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field, who developed the Productive Levels Test (Version 1; see Appendix C). There 
are plenty of ways to classify vocabulary, one of which is the distinction of receptive 
and productive vocabulary. The authors point out that all receptive measuring 
instruments provide learners with the word form and they are tested on their 
knowledge of the words' meanings. Nation and Meara (2002) comment that the 
Productive Levels Test can help illustrate "whether a learner's knowledge of a word 
has begun to move towards productive mastery" (p. 47). In response to the need to 
measure learners' productive word knowledge - whether learners are able to produce 
words in their own will, the Productive Levels Test was developed. 
As Nation believes that "it is useful to view the vocabulary of English (and indeed 
any language) as consisting of a series of levels based on frequency of occurrence" (as 
cited in Laufer & Nation, 1999, p. 35)，the Productive Vocabulary Levels is so 
constructed. In this vocabulary measuring instrument, 18 lexical items are selected 
each of the 2000, 3,000, 5,000, and 10,000 word frequency levels, and the University 
Word List (UWL), which represents a list of 836 lexical items frequently appearing in 
academic texts. Each lexical item tested will be put in a meaningful sentence with 
context and first few letters of the target item provided so that the test takers can have 
sufficient contextual clues to retrieve that lexical item from their mental lexicon, if that 
item exists, and then supply the missing target word. 
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As the proposed study aims at measuring the vocabulary size of senior secondary 
school students in Hong Kong, particularly the productive aspect, the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test developed by Laufer and Nation (1999) matches with the 
objectives of the present study. Another obvious benefit of using the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test, as commented by Chui (2004) is that "[t]he percentage score 
generated in [the] test indicates roughly the proportion of words acquired in each of the 
different frequency levels..." (p.44) As a matter of fact, the Productive Vocabulary 
Levels Test has been used extensively in various research studies, some of which were 
done in Hong Kong. The reliability and validity of the test were checked and were 
found to reach a high standard. One study reported in Laufer and Nation (1999) 
demonstrates that the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test can effectively differentiate 
EFL learners at different proficiency levels. Last but not least, by using the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test, the results of the present study can be compared with those of 
local research studies adopting the same vocabulary measuring instrument. 
3.4 Procedures 
As a large number of participants were planned to be involved in the present study, 
a computer version of the Productive Levels Test was developed between July and 
August, 2006. The computer programme was repeatedly tested and fine-tuned, 
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enhancing its stability and the reliability. 
After the testing of the computer programme, invitation letters (See Appendix A), 
together with a sample of the Productive Levels Test and also the answers, were sent to 
principals and English panel chairs of over a hundred secondary schools of different 
bandings and different medium of instruction in Hong Kong in early September 2006, 
seeking their permission to allow their Secondary 6 students to participate in the 
present study. By late October, 2006, positive replies had been received from 9 
secondary schools indicating their interests in the present study. 
After the time of the test administration was arranged, a researcher was sent to 
each participating school to administer the test to ensure that the test ran smoothly. In 
some schools, the test was administered during students' English lessons while other 
schools preferred having the test administered after school. All the tests were done 
between November and December, 2006. Before the tests began, the participants were 
briefed about the major objectives of the present study and important points to be 
noticed when answering the questions so that they could be fully committed to and 
serious about the test. 
After the tests were collected, they were marked according to the suggested 
answer (See Appendix A), which is derived from the model answers provided in an 
online version of the test (Cobb, n.d.). Each of the correct answers is awarded one 
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mark and no mark is deducted for wrong answers. Minor spelling mistakes and 
grammatical mistakes such as incorrect tense, person and number agreements in the 
responses were ignored. A total score, with a maximum of 18’ in each word frequency 
level was calculated for each student. After incomplete tests being discarded, the data 
of the 494 participants, including their scores obtained in each of the five word 
frequency levels and their personal information were then entered into a database, in 
the software SPSS, for processing. 
3.5 Data Analysis 
Several steps were undertaken in the data analysis stage. The first step was to get 
a general picture of the participants' vocabulary knowledge, which was shown in 
descriptive statistics, notably the means and standard deviations of different word-
frequency levels in the vocabulary test. In this way, the participants' overall 
performance could be shown and the resultant data could be contrasted with local 
studies such as Littlewood and Liu (1996) and Barber (1998). Next, the scores of 
students with different educational backgrounds were separated and compared. T-tests, 
one-way ANOVA, and post-hoc tests were carried out to check if the differences are 
statistically significant. The examples of variables under investigation include students 




With a view to developing a better understanding of the productive vocabulary 
knowledge of Hong Kong senior secondary school students, the Productive Vocabulary 
Levels Test developed by Laufer and Nation (1999) was administered to evaluate the 
ability of a group of Secondary 6 students in Hong Kong to produce words at different 
word-frequency levels. The tests completed were then marked and the scores were 
input into computers and were subject to statistical analysis. 
It has to be pointed out that no vocabulary tests can give 'a complete specification 
of how well a word is known' (p. 178) as suggested by Schmit (2000). Among the 
vocabulary measuring instruments available and with the major objectives of the 
present study having been taken into consideration, the Productive Vocabulary Levels 
Test developed by Laufer and Nation (1999) is the most suitable instrument for the 
present study. 
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS 
4.1 Introduction 
As mentioned in previous chapters, all the data collected are from the 
self-constructed questionnaires, which elicit students' personal information such as 
their grades in English in HKCEE and details about their English learning experience, 
and also Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary Levels Test, which 
evaluates students' productive vocabulary knowledge at five different word-frequency 
levels. The way in which this chapter is organized is basically based on the research 
questions raised in Chapter 1. In the first part of this chapter，the findings obtained 
from the data collected in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test are presented. Not 
only are the statistics such as students' performances in different word levels reported, 
comparisons between vocabulary mean scores of students of different backgrounds are 
also made. In the second part, common mistakes in the test are reported so as to 
provide more insights about students' vocabulary depth. 
4.2 Vocabulary Breadth 
In this section, results of the students' performances in the Productive Vocabulary 
Levels test are presented. Following this are the comparisons made among students of 
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different results in the HKCEE and of different educational backgrounds such as 
steams of studies, the medium of instruction in which the students are taught, the 
language of their textbooks. In the last part of this section, the correlation between the 
vocabulary score of the participants in the test and their English grades in HKCEE will 
be reported. 
Regarding the presentation of the findings, the University Word List (UWL) Level 
is placed between the 5000 word level and the 10 000 word level due to the fact that 
UWL originated from a frequency count of words in university textbooks, excluding 
the first 5000 frequent words (Read, 2000). 
4.2.1 Overall performance of Hong Kong senior secondary school 
students 
In the present study, the first research question raised is how many English words 
Hong Kong senior secondary school students know. Figure 4 reflects the performance 
of the Secondary 6 participants in the test. As shown in Figure 4, the numbers represent 
how many correct items the participants obtained on average out of the eighteen items 
at each of the five different word-frequency levels in the test. As expected and 
observed from the figures, the number of correct items at each level drops as the words 
tested become less frequent. The only exception is the UWL level. The mean score 
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plunges from 11.19 at the 2000 word level to 5.27 at the 3000 word level. The mean 
score drops less drastically to 4.14 at the 5000 word level. Finally, it decreases to 0.82 
at the 10 000 word level. At the University Word List level, the mean score is 5.88. 
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Figure 3. Mean Scores of Hong Kong Secondary 6 Participants (n=494) in the 
vocabulary test. 
Table 8. 
The Results of the Performance of the Secondaiy 6 Participants in the Test such 
as the Minimum and Maximum scores of each word-frequency level. 
Descriptive Statistics 
N Minimum Maxmnm Mean Std. PeviaLliDn 
‘ LevelJUUO fOO 18：00 K M 3.84643 
LevelJOOO 494 .00 15.00 5.2652 3.14500 
LevelJOOO 494 .00 14.00 4.1397 2.74744 
LeveLUWL 494 .00 15.00 5.8846 3.50034 
LeveLlOOOO 494 .00 10.00 .8219 1.28837 
ValMN (listwise) m 
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4.2.2 Comparing the performance of students with different 
educational backgrounds 
In this section, my secondary research question - whether Hong Kong senior 
secondary school students of different educational backgrounds possess different 
vocabulary sizes will be addressed, with each sub-section focusing on one single 
factor. 
4.2.2.1 Students in the Science, Business, and Arts streams 
Among the 494 Hong Kong senior secondary school students involved in this 
study, 291 students were from the Science stream, 113 were from the Arts stream, 49 
from the Business streams, and the rest of the 21 students took a combination of 
subjects of different streams. Their results in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test are 
reported in Table 11 and illustrated in Figure 6. As students taking a combination of 
subjects of different streams occupy a comparatively small percentage of the 
participants of the test, little attention, if not none, will be devoted to this group. 
Similar to the situation reported previously about the students' performance in 
general, a decreasing trend exists in terms of the vocabulary scores in all the three 
streams from the more frequent 2000 word level to the less frequent 10 000 word level. 
Among the three streams, the performance of the students in the Science stream is the 
best. Interestingly, the mean scores of students from the Science stream and the Arts 
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stream are very close at all five word-frequency levels. As for the performance of 
students in the Business streams, they underperformed their Science and Arts 
counterparts at all five word-frequency levels. The mean scores of students of the 
Science and Arts stream exceed those of the Business students by at least 1 mark at all 
levels except the 10 000 word level. The performance of the students taking a 
combination of subjects from different streams was the worst at all levels except the 10 
000 word-frequency level. 
Table 9 
Mean Scores (out of 18) in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test by Students of 
Different Streams 
2000 Word 3000 Word 5000 Word UWL 10000 Word 
Level Level Level Level Level 
Science 11.61 5.67 4.42 6.36 1.05 
(n=291) (SD=3.76) (SD=3.03) (SD=2.84) (SD=3.30) (SD=1.45) 
Arts 11.29 5.48 4.29 5.86 0.56 
(n=113) (SD=3.75) (SD=3.36) (SD=2.66) (SD=3.78) (SD=1.02) 
Business 10.12 3.53 2.90 4.39 0.37 
(n=49) (SD=3.87) (SD=2.40) (SD=2.16) (SD=3.19) (SD-0.76) 
Others 7.29 2.33 2.24 2.90 0.43 
(n=21) (SD=3.18) (SD=1.77) (SD 二 1.64) (SD=2.61) (SD=0.60) 
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Figure 4. Mean Scores of Students in Different Streams in the Vocabulary Test 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to investigate whether the 
differences in the above four groups were statistically significant. Table 10 reports the 
results of the ANOVA. The F values show that there is some significance existing 
among the four groups of students at all word frequency levels. The Scheffe post hoc 
test (See Appendix E for Table 11) was conducted to find out where the significance 
lay. The post hoc test indicates that at the 2000 word level, the differences among the 
mean scores of students of the Science, Arts, and Business streams are not statistically 
significant. At the 3000 and 5000 word levels, the mean scores of the students of the 
Science and Arts streams are significantly different from those of the Business students. 
At the UWL Level, only the mean scores of the Science students were shown to be 
significantly different from those of the Business students. At the 10 000 word level, 
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the Science students' mean scores are significantly different from those of the Arts and 
Business students. 
Table 10. 
Results of One-way ANOVA Comparing the Mean Scores of students in different 
streams. Science, Arts and Business. 
D e ^ e s of 
S vxn. of S gueores Freedom Mean S qxisxe F 
LeveiJ^UUU Between Groups 429.945 J " 143.315 1 0 . 2 3 * * * ~ 
Within Groups 6864.008 490 14.008 
T ^ 7293.953 
TiveOOOO Between Groups 381.857 3 127.286 13.88*** 
Within Groups 4494.404 490 9.172 
Total 4876.261 
T e v i O o D O Between Groups 177.068 3 59.023 8.16*** 
Within Groups 3544.294 490 7.233 
T ^ 3721.362 
Level一UWL Between Groups 362.304 3 120.768 10.42*** 
Within Groups 5678.119 490 11.588 
T o ^ 6040.423 493 
Level一lUUUU Between Groups 37.640 3 12.547 7.87*** 
Within Groups 780.684 490 1.593 
T o ^ 818J24 493 
*** significant at the 0.001 level (2-taiIed) 
4.2.2.2 Students from Chinese-medium schools and English-medium schools 
In the present study, 263 participants came from English-medium (EMI) schools 
and 231 from Chinese-medium schools. The results of the participants classified in 
terms of the medium of instruction their schools adopted in the Productive Vocabulary 
Levels Test are reported in Table 12 and illustrated in Figure 5. Similar to the situation 
of students' performance reported previously, the participants' vocabulary scores 
demonstrate a decreasing trend from the more frequent 2000 word level to the less 
frequent 10 000 word level regardless of what medium of instruction is adopted in the 
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participants' schools. 
As regards the performance of Secondary 6 participants in Chinese-medium 
schools, their average mean score falls from 9.12 at the 2,000 word level, to 3.54 at the 
3,000 word level, to 2.84 at the 5,000 word level, and finally to 0.27 at the 10,000 word 
level. Their mean score at the UWL level is 3.9. As for those in English-medium schools, 
their average mean score decreases from 12.96 at the 2,000 word level, to 6.78 at the 
3,000 word level, to 5.29 at the 5,000 word level, and to 1.30 at the 10,000 word level. 
At the UWL level, they attain a mean score of 7.62. At all word-frequency levels except 
the UWL level, the mean scores of students from EMI schools exceed those of students 
from EMI schools by around 3. 
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Figure 5. Mean scores of the Secondary 6 participants from Chinese-medium 
schools and English-medium schools. 
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Table 12 
Mean Scores (out of 18) in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test by EMI school 
students and CMI school students. 
offrial LevelJQQO Level .3000 Level 5000 Level UWL Level—10000 
Eixglish K i B s l 67833 m % —1.3080 
N 263 263 263 263 263 
Sid. Deviation 2.98956 3.Q67Q9 2.63969 3.20408 1.55074 
Chinese MeSi g W l J i m m 5 5 l E ^ W T 
N 231 231 231 231 231 
Std.PevialiQn 3.72943 2.20221 2.24359 2.67834 .49060 
TSffl ^ 11.1964 U W " 5 l 4 6 M T 
N 494 494 494 494 494 
SUDeviatkm 3.84643 3.14500 2.74744 3.50034 1.28837 
The results of a t-test (independent-samples) are illustrated in Table 13. The t-test 
confirms that the differences existing among the mean scores of students in 
Chinese-medium schools and English-medium schools are statistically significant 
(p< .001) at all five word-frequency levels. 
Table 13 
Results of t-test Comparing the Scores of Students in Chinese-medium Schools 
and English-medium Schools. 
2000 Word 3000 Word 5000 Word UWL 10000 Word 
Level Level Level Level Level 
t-value 12.49*** 13.35*** 11.03*** 13.89*** 9.77*** 
*** significant at the 0.001 level (2-taiIed) 
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4.2.2.3 Students using textbooks written in different languages 
As stipulated by the Government's medium of instruction policy, the language 
which the textbooks use depends on the schools' status; if the schools are CMI ones, 
textbooks written in Chinese should be used in junior forms whereas EMI schools 
should use English textbooks in junior forms. However, it should be noted that this 
policy is only applicable to junior forms in secondary schools in Hong Kong. That is to 
say, it is up to the school to opt for Chinese or English textbooks for senior form 
students. In view of this phenomenon, one question in the questionnaire is to ask the 
participants what language most of their textbooks are written in at the Secondary 6 and 
7 levels. 
The results of the Secondary 6 participants classified in terms of the language of 
their textbooks used in Secondary 6 and 7 levels are reported in Table 14 and illustrated 
in Figure 6. Similar to the situation of students' performance reported previously, there 
exists a decreasing trend in the participants' vocabulary scores from the more frequent 
2000 word level to the less frequent 10 000 word level regardless of what language is 
used in the participants' schools. 
Regarding the performance of Secondary 6 participants using Chinese textbooks, 
their average mean score falls from 7.6 at the 2,000 word level, to 2.41 at the 3,000 
word level, to 2.01 at the 5,000 word level, and finally to 0.1 at the 10,000 word level. 
Their mean score at the UWL level is 2.62. As for those in English-medium schools, 
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their average mean score decreases from 11.91 at the 2,000 word level, to 5.83 at the 
3,000 word level, to 4.56 at the 5,000 word level, and to 0.97 at the 10,000 word level. 
At the UWL level, they attain a mean score of 6.53. At all word-frequency levels except 
the 10000 word level, the mean scores of students using English textbooks exceed those 
of students using Chinese textbooks by around 3. 
Table 14 
Mean Scores (out of 18) in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test by Students 
Using Chinese Textbooks and English Textbooks. 
Report 
"g6 textbook Level 2000 Level 3000 Level—5000 Level UWL Level 10000 
English S t o 11.9126 TMs TW\ 653^ 
N 412 412 412 412 412 
Sid. Deviation 3.48820 3.05722 2.74432 3.34276 1.35941 
Chmese M ^ 7.5976 ^ 4 6 m ^ ^097^ 
N 82 82 82 82 82 
Std. Deviation 3.54812 1.70657 1.49480 2.22578 .29855 
" T ^ ^ 11.1964 U W 5 ^ 6 m ^ 
N 494 494 494 494 494 
Std. Deviation 3.84643 3.14500 2.74744 3.50034 1.28837 
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Figure 6. Mean scores of students using English textbooks and Chinese textbooks 
at Secondary 6 and 7 levels. 
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A t-test (independent-samples) was conducted to compare the mean scores of 
students using English textbooks and Chinese textbooks at the Secondary 6 and 7 
levels in order to investigate whether the differences existing in terms of the 
performance of these two groups of students are statistically significant. The results of 
the t-test are reported in Table 15. It was found that except at the 2000 word level, all 
the differences between the two groups of students are statistically significant (p < 
0.001) at the other four word-frequency levels. 
Table 15 
Results of T-test Comparing the Scores of students Using Chinese textbooks and 
English Textbooks at Secondary 6 and 7 Levels. 
2000 Word 3000 Word 5000 Word ITWL 10000 Word 
Level Level Level Level Level 
t-value 10.20 9.82*** 8.18*** 10.16*** 5.75*** 
*** significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed) 
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4.3 Correlation Between Students' Vocabulary Size and 
Their Success in English in HKCEE 
The third research question concerns the correlation between the participants' 
vocabulary size and their grades in English Language in Hong Kong Certificate of 
Education Examination (HKCEE). It was found that whatever grades in English the 
participants obtained in the HKCEE, there is a decreasing trend in terms of 
participants' vocabulary scores as the words tested become less frequent at all five 
word-frequency levels. This phenomenon has been repeatedly shown in the above 
research findings. Figure 7 shows that generally speaking, the higher the students' 
English grades in the HKCEE, the better they performed in the vocabulary test at all 
five word-frequency levels, showing very clearly that there is a positive relationship 
between students' English results in the HKCEE and vocabulary test scores. 
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Figure 7. Vocabulary Mean Scores of A-U Grade Students in HKCEE in Each of 
the Five Word-frequency Levels. 
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Table 16 
Vocabulary Test Scores of Students of Different Grades in English in HKCEE 
English grades 2000 Word 3000 Word 5000 Word UWL 10000 Word 
in H K C E E Level Level Level Level Level 
A 15.73 10.65 8.15 10.54 3.50 
(n=26) (SD=1.46) (SD= 2.38) (SD 二 2.89) (SD 二 2.49) (SD=2.42) 
B 12.95 6.79 5.07 7.19 1.14 
(n=58) (SD=3.2l) (SD=3.47) (SD=2.92) (SD=3.47) (SD=1.12) 
C 13.22 6.39 5.06 7.67 1.13 
(n=94) (SD=2.64) (SD=2.58) (SD=2.44) (SD=2.93) (SD 二 1.30) 
D 11.69 5.52 4.19 6.42 0.69 
(n=159) (SD=2.98) (SD=2.32) (SD=2.12) (SD二 2.89) (SD=0.93) 
E 8.49 3.12 2.62 3.23 0.27 
(n=124) (SD=3.43) (SD=1.96) (SD=2.01) (SD=2.29) (SD=0.60) 
F 7.04 2.15 2.48 2.41 0.04 
(n=27) (SD=3.55) (SD 二 2.28) (SD=3.31) (SD=1.99) (SD=0.19) 
U 4.33 1.00 0.83 1.50 0.00 
(n=6) (SD=2.34) (SD 二 0.89) (SD=0.98) (SD=1.52) (SD 二 0.00) 
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Findings indicate that their HKCEE English results correlated positively and 
significantly with the vocabulary test scores at al the five word-frequency levels. The 
correlation coefficients were in the following descending order: 3,000 level (.604), 
2,000 level (.582), UWL level (.571), 10,000 level (.486), and 5,000 level (.481). 
Therefore, the HKCEE English results have the strongest association with the 
vocabulary at the 3,000 word-frequency level and the weakest association with 
vocabulary at the 5, 000 word-frequency level. In addition to the strong correlation 
between the participants' vocabulary scores in the test and their English grades in 
HKCEE, it should be noted that students getting grade C perform slightly better than 
students getting grade B at the 2000 word level and UWL level as shown in Figure 7. 
In order to check whether the differences in mean scores among students of 
different English grades in HKCEE are statistically significant, a one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was used. The F-values, as shown in Table 17，indicated that some 
significance exists among the different groups of students at all word-frequency levels. 
The Scheffe post hoc test was then applied to find out where the significance lay and 
the results are reported in Table 18 (See Appendix F). 
Further analysis reveals that the mean scores of the E grade students were 
significantly lower than those of the A, B, C, and D grade students at all the 5 
word-frequency levels. The situation of comparisons between D grade students and A, 
7 5 
B, and C grade students is more complex. At the 2000, UWL, and 10000 word levels, 
the test scores of D grade students were significantly lower than those of the A, and C 
grade students. At the 3000 word level, statistically speaking, the D grade students 
performed less well than the A and B grade students. At the 5000 level, the mean 
scores of D grades students were significantly lower than those of the A grade students 
only. Similar to the case of E grade students, the mean scores of the B and C grade 
students were significantly lower than those of the A grade students at all 5 levels. 
Interestingly, no significant difference has been found between the performance of B 
grade students and C grade students in the vocabulary test at all five word-frequency 
levels. 
Table 17 
Results of One-way ANOVA Comparing the Scores of Students Achieving 
Different English Grades in the HKCEE. 
Depees of 
Sum of Squares Freedom. Mean Square F 
LevelJUlili Between Groups 2794.497 T " 465.750 50.41***“ 
- Within Groups 4499.456 487 9.239 
T ^ 129^,95^ m 
Level一3000 Between Groups 1962.157 6 327.026 54.65*** 
一 Within Groups 2914.104 487 5.984 
ToM 4876.261 m 
Level—5000 Between Groups 975.537 6 162.590 28.84*** 
Within Grcups 2745.825 487 5.638 
T M 3721.362 m 
LeveLUWL Between Groups 2325.808 6 387.635 50.82*** 
“ Within Graups 3714.615 487 7.628 
^ 6040.423 m 
LevelJOOOOBetween Groups 263.002 6 43.83438.44*** 
“ Within Gioups 555.322 487 1.140 
^ 818J24 493 
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4.4 Common Mistakes in Students' Answers 
Although looking into the mistakes made in the answers by the Secondary 6 
participants was not set as one of the main objectives of this study, one important 
phenomenon was found when the participants' tests were marked. It was found that 
some test takers were quite weak in spelling. From the answers the students wrote in 
the test, one can logically judge that while students knew what words are suitable for 
particular questions, they had difficulty spelling the target words correctly. As spelling 
was not set as one of the major areas to be looked into, the number and the frequency 
of mistakes made in relation to spelling were not subject to analysis. 
However, one possible explanation for the weakness in spelling is that as many 
teachers and parents comment, dictation and penmanship are not as highly encouraged 
as they were in the past; students nowadays highly depend on the pronunciation of 
words when handling spelling problems. One has to bear in mind that English spellings 
do not have an absolute relationship with pronunciation. Depending largely on 




This chapter serves to report the results obtained from administering the 
Productive Vocabulary Levels Test and address the four research questions set in this 
study. The key findings are summarized as follows: 
1. Hong Kong senior secondary school students can master approximately 62% of 
the English words at the 2000 word level, 29% at the 3000 word level, 23% at the 
5000 word level, 5% at the 10000 word level, and 33% at the UWL level. 
2. Students with different education backgrounds tend to exhibit different patterns of 
vocabulary knowledge in terms of vocabulary breadth: 
i. Students from the Science stream possess the largest English vocabulary size. 
Students from the Arts stream are ranked the second and the Business 
students are shown to have the smallest size of English vocabulary. 
ii. Students from English-medium schools outperform their counterparts in 
Chinese-medium schools and possess a larger English vocabulary size. 
iii. Students using English textbooks know more English words than those using 
Chinese textbooks. 
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3. It was shown that there is a strong correlation between students' vocabulary size 
and their grades in English in the Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination which they sat for at the end of their Secondary 5 education. 
4. Common mistakes ipade in answers the questions are often in relation to the 
spelling(orthographic) aspect of vocabulary knowledge. 
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION 
5.1 Introduction 
The results presented in Chapter 4 show some interesting patterns about the 
vocabulary knowledge of Hong Kong senior secondary school students, which 
definitely deserve in-depth discussions. Hence, this chapter will highlight some of 
these important findings and patterns by providing an in-depth discussion, a further 
elaboration on their significance, and finally a speculation on their causes. The way in 
which this chapter is organized resembles that of the previous chapter, starting with 
comments on students' vocabulary size in general to insights derived from the results 
in relation to the students' streams, the medium of instruction adopted in their schools, 
and finally the languages in which their textbooks are written. 
5.2 Vocabulary Size of Senior Secondary School Students 
in Hong Kong 
5.2.1 General vocabulary 
Before the results of the Secondary 6 participants in the vocabulary test are 
further discussed, it is vital to know how the mean scores of the Productive Vocabulary 
8 0 
Levels Test should be interpreted. Nation (1990) states that ‘if someone scores 12 or 
less out of 18 in a section of the test, then it is worth helping that learner study the 
vocabulary at that level' since the score reflects that "approximately one-third of the 
words at that level are not known. Thus, there will be at least 200 to 300 words worth 
studying at that level" (p.262) In other words, as Fan (2001) comments, "a learner has 
to know at least more than two-thirds or 67% of the words at each level or the student 
will need help" (p.76) 
As demonstrated in the scores of the Secondary 6 participants in the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test, Hong Kong senior secondary school students can master 
approximately 62% of the English words at the 2000 word level, 29% at the 3000 word 
level, 23% at the 5000 word level, 5% at the 10000 word level, and 33% at the UWL 
level. In other words, at the 2000 word level, around 300 words are not known, at 3000 
word level, 700 words, at the 5000 word level, 770 words, and at the 10000 word level, 
950 words. Based on the way mentioned previously about how the results of the test 
should be analyzed and interpreted, the performance of the Secondary 6 participants in 
the test is disappointing as they could not accumulate sufficient lexical knowledge at 
frequent word levels, let alone at the infrequent word levels. Except the 2000 
word-frequency level, the Secondary 6 participants in the present study need help in 
vocabulary at the other four levels. 
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Due to the fact that the majority of the students had been studying English for 
more than 13 years when the test was administered, their results are undoubtedly 
worrying. One may even raise questions about how they survived the English 
Language examination in Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination and how 
they are going to handle the more challenging examination — AS Use of English - in 
the Hong Kong Advanced Level examination. 
5.2.2 Problems encountered in reading, listening, speaking and 
listening 
Given the poor vocabulary scores of the participants in the test, it is anticipated, if 
not certain, that Hong Kong senior secondary school students will have problems in 
speaking and writing in English due to the serious inadequacy of productive lexical 
knowledge. However, to what extent will this problem affect their abilities in writing, 
reading, listening and speaking? 
Comparisons between native speakers' and second/foreign language learners' 
writing show that native speakers use a much wider range of vocabulary than 
non-native speakers do. (Harley and King, 1989; Linnamd, 1986) Despite the fact that 
words at the 5000 and 10000 word levels are not as frequently used as those at the 
2000 and 3000 word levels, it is the use of words at infrequent word levels in writing 
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that differentiates advanced learners from beginners. As Nation and Meara (2002) 
point out, advanced English language learners tend to exhibit richer vocabulary in their 
writing than less advanced learners do. It should be highlighted that the overuse of 
high-frequency words in formal writing will lead to the problem of register, causing 
the writing to be highly informal. The findings that the Secondary 6 participants do not 
have an excellent mastery of words at low frequency levels suggest that they are 
probably faced with difficulties, particularly when they are writing for academic 
purposes. 
Concerning reading, relevant research studies by Laufer and Sim (1985) and 
Laufer (1989) show that there is a strong correlation between vocabulary knowledge 
and success in reading. Hu and Nation (2002) used fiction texts to investigate what the 
vocabulary threshold - the minimum number of words known to readers in texts - is 
for successfiil reading comprehension. They suggest that 
"the all-or-nothing threshold is around 80% vocabulary coverage for 
fiction text. No learning reading the text with this coverage achieved 
adequate comprehension ... If, instead of adequate comprehension, a 
standard of minimally acceptable comprehension is applied, ... then 
95% coverage is likely to be the probabilistic threshold" (Cited in 
Nation (2001), 147) 
As a matter of fact, the above research findings echo the research conducted by 
Laufer (1989), who also found that 95% coverage of vocabulary in reading texts is the 
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minimum coverage for achieving adequate comprehension. That is to way, if there are 
more than 5 words unknown to readers in every 100 words on average, it can be 
expected that the readers will face problems in reading. 
Simply being informed that vocabulary knowledge is strongly correlated to 
success in reading and a minimum coverage of 95% in texts is needed for successful 
reading comprehension does not enable us to speculate whether Hong Kong senior 
secondary school students suffer problems in reading. As a result, the next question to 
be asked is 'How many words should readers know at each level in order to achieve 
95% coverage?' 
Table 19 shows what percentages words of different word-frequency levels 
occupy in different texts. In newspapers and academic texts, words at the r^ 1000 and 
1000 word levels only constitute approximately 78% of text coverage. In other 
words, 22% of words in newspapers and academic texts are from words at 3000 word 
levels or above. It can be speculated that Hong Kong senior secondary school students, 
who know around 62%, 30%, and 23% of words at 2000, 3000，and 5000 word levels, 
may encounter problems in reading newspapers and academic texts. However, it 
should be pointed out that reading is receptive, not productive, in nature. Thus, to what 
extent the students face problems in reading cannot be determined as the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test developed by Nation (2001) only aims at testing the productive 
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aspect of vocabulary knowledge. 
Table 19 
Text Type and Text Coverage by the Most Frequent 2000 Words of English and an 
“caaemic Word List in Four DifTerent Kinds of Texts. (Nation, 2001，p. 17) 
Levels Conversation Fiction Newspapers Academic text 
ist 1000 84.3% 82.3% 75.6% 73.5% 
2"' 1000 6% 5.1% 4.7% 4.6% 
Academic 1.9% 1.7% 3.9% 8.5% 
Other 7.8% 10.9% 15.7% 13.3% 
As for speaking and listening； as Nation (2001) points out, "word frequency 
studies indicate that a much smaller vocabulary is needed for speaking than for 
writing" (p. 125). Table 19 shows that compared to fiction, newspapers, and academic 
texts, high-frequency words appear most frequently in conversation. Does it mean that 
the Hong Kong senior secondary school students can escape the plight of lack of 
vocabulary and can express fluently and comprehend spoken English? Nation (1990) 
stresses that the high frequency words at the 2000 and 3000 word levels are essential 
for language learners to function effectively in English. The finding obtained in the 
present study that senior secondary school students attain around 63% at the 2000 
word level imply that they may encounter less problems in conversation than they do 
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in reading and writing. As a matter of fact, when learners face 'lexical gaps', the words 
they do not know how to express in a second/foreign language, they can tackle the 
problem by manipulating different communication strategies, an example of which is 
paraphrasing (Read, 2000). The small vocabulary size of Hong Kong senior secondary 
school students may not lead to complete breakdown of communication. It may, 
however, take them more time and efforts to get the messages across as commented by 
Chui (2004). 
5.2.3 Academic vocabulary 
The most alarming finding obtained is that even these sixth-formers who may 
pursue academic studies in university know only one-third of the words at the UWL 
level. Nation (1990) highlights that if a student pursues academic studies at university, 
it is desirable for him/her to attain a score of at least 15 out of 18 at the UWL level. In 
other words, students at the university level should know at least 83% of the words at 
the UWL level. The analysis of text coverage in academic texts conducted by Nation 
(2001) reveals that academic words constitute as much as 8.5% of the entire academic 
texts. It can be said that the poor control of academic words of the Secondary 6 
participants in the present study may affect their future academic studies. 
Regarding the students' score at the UWL level, students always perform better at 
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the UWL level than at the 3000 and 5000 word-frequency levels regardless of what 
their educational background are. This pattern suggests that students in Hong Kong in 
general enjoy higher familiarity with words at the UWL level than at the 3000 and 
5000 word-frequency levels. One possible and reasonable explanation for this trend is 
that as shown in the findings, more students switched to be taught in English with 
English textbooks and when they were promoted to senior forms. As a result, they had 
more exposure to academic vocabulary. 
5.3 Comparison Between the Present Study 
and Past Research Conducted in Hong Kong 
5.3.1 Chili (2004) 
The vocabulary measuring instrument used by Chui (2004) is the same as that of 
the current study. As a result, the results obtained in the present study can be compared 
with those in Chui (2004)'s study. The participants in the study conducted by Chui 
(2004) are a group of first-year students in the Chinese University of Hong Kong. It 
can be observed from Figure 8 that there exists a huge gap between the performance of 
the participants of the study by Chui (2004) and that of the current study. One may 
raise a question such as 'Why can local senior secondary school students demonstrate 
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such a great improvement in vocabulary knowledge after two years of matriculation 
education?' 
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Figure 8. Comparison of the Vocabulary Test Scores of the Present Study with 
Those in Chui (2004)，s Study 
Do local senior secondary school students really receive such a significant boost 
in their vocabulary learning during the two-year matriculation education? The answer 
may be ‘no’. Two important pieces of information have to be pinpointed. First and 
foremost, the participants in the study by Chui (2004) were from the Chinese 
University of Hong Kong, a well-known university admitting Secondary 7 graduates 
with comparatively better results in the Hong Kong Advanced Level Examination 
(HKALE). Second, one of the university entry requirements is that any Secondary 7 
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students failing the subject Use of English in HKALE are not granted entry into local 
universities. Some of the Secondary 6 participants in the present study who did poorly 
in English may not be admitted to local universities. Thus, the fact that university 
students performed better in the study by Chui (2004) than Secondary 6 participants in 
the present study may not be attributed to a general speculation that senior secondary 
school students in Hong Kong receive a significant boost in their vocabulary learning 
in their matriculation education. Third, as mentioned previously, only the top 18% of 
the total student population can be admitted to universities in Hong Kong. While the 
Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination acts as a barrier blocking 
approximately 60% of the Secondary 5 students from gaining entry to Secondary 6 and 
7 education, the remaining 40% of students will sit for the Hong Kong Advanced Level 
Examination at the end of the matriculation education and almost half of the candidates 
sitting for the HKALE will not be able to get into local universities. 
In an attempt to look into the above question, the present study took the 
percentage of Secondary 7 graduates granted entry to local universities into 
consideration, which is approximately 50%, and made a simple assumption that only 
half of the Secondary 6 participants in the study can get into local universities after two 
years. A comparison between the vocabulary scores of the better half Secondary 6 
participants with those of the university students in Chui (2004)'s study would be a 
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fairer one and the comparison was then made so as to show whether Secondary 6 and 7 
students receive a remarkable vocabulary boost during the two-year matriculation 
education. 
As Table 20 shows, 18 points is the cutting point for the better half of the 
Secondary 6 participants in the current study. Therefore, the vocabulary scores of 
Secondary 6 participants getting 19 points or above were subject to comparisons with 
those of the newly admitted university students in Chui (2004)，s study. 
Table 20. 
Percentages of the Secondary 6 Participants (N=494) Achieving Different Points 
in the HKCEE 
“ OurnxxleitLve 
FreqcTJuency Percent VaUd Peicent Percent 
VeJudl 11.OU 1 ：2~" .2 .2 
12.00 7 1.4 1.4 1.6 
13.DO 23 4.7 4.7 6.3 
14.00 54 10.9 10.9 17-2 
15.00 55 11.1 11.1 28.3 
16.00 50 10.1 10.1 38.5 
17.00 42 8.5 3.5 47 0 
18.00 37 7.5 7.5 54.5 
19.00 34 6.9 6.9 61.3 
20.00 41 8.3 6.3 69.6 
21 .00 27 5.5 5.5 75.1 
22.00 21 4.3 4.3 79.4 
23 .00 19 3.8 3.8 83.2 
24.00 10 2.0 2.0 85.2 
25 .00 14 2.8 2.8 88.1 
26 OO 11 2.2 2.2 90.3 
27 .00 15 3.0 3.0 93.3 
28 .00 12 2.4 2.4 95.7 
29 .00 3 .6 .6 96.4 
30 .00 18 3.6 3.6 100.0 
Total 494 lOO.O 100.0 
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As shown in Table 21, the mean vocabulary scores of better half of the Secondary 
6 participants are 12.72 at the 2000 word-frequency level, 6.49 at the 3000 
word-frequency level, 5.15 at the 5000 word-frequency level, 7.53 at the UWL level, 
and 1.26 at the 10,000 level. Figure 9 is provided for the sake of better comparisons 
between the vocabulary scores of in the present study and Chui (2004)'s study. 
Table 21. The Mean Scores of the Better Half of Secondary 6 Participants and the 
Remaining Participants in the Vocabulary Test at Five Word-Frequency Levels. 
HKCEEj)t$ N Mean I Sid.Devktkm I Std.EnprMean • 
"Leve l JOUU>= 18.0ir 262 117214 316050 M W 
< 18.00 232 9.4741 3.73462 .24519 
"Leve l JOOO~J^ lPO m U m .19271 
< 18.00 232 3.8793 2.54536 .16711 
LevelJOOO~T^WM m 51577 2 m 3 5 .16572 
< 18.00 232 2.9957 2.34567 .15400 
L e v e l J J W L J ^ T P O m I W 3.17033 .19586 
< 18.00 232 4.0302 2.87758 .18892 
"LevelJOOOO~^^TsSO M 11595 [34666 .09555 
< 18.00 232 .3276 .61406 .04032 
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Figure 9. Comparison of the Vocabulary Test Scores of the Better Half of the 
Secondary 6 Participants in the Present Study with Those in Chui (2004)，s Study 
It is shown in Figure 9 that there exist noticeable differences between the vocabulary 
scores of the Secondary 6 participants and those of the newly-admitted university 
students in Chui (2004)'s study at the 2000, 3000, and UWL word-frequency levels. As 
for the 5000 and 10,000 word-frequency levels, there were no noticeable differences. 
In other words, senior secondary school students in Hong Kong receive considerable 
boosts in vocabulary knowledge at the 2000, 3000，and UWL levels and do not show 
much improvement at the 5,000 and 10,000 levels. 
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5.4 Medium of instruction Policy 
In the present study, 263 participants came from English-medium (EMI) schools 
and 231 from Chinese-medium schools. The mean scores of the Secondary 6 students 
from EMI schools and CMI schools cannot be considered as significant figures due to 
the fact that some Secondary 6 students in the participating schools may come from 
other schools in which the participants were educated in another medium of instruction. 
For instance, it is likely that some Secondary 6 participants graduating from EMI 
schools may attend CMI schools to pursue their matriculate education and vice versa. 
Thus, the mean scores of the Secondary 6 students in the participating EMI schools and 
CMI schools cannot truly reflect the influence the policy of medium of instruction has 
been posing on the students, if there is any. 
Another factor which complicates the interpretation of the results of the 
participants' performance is that despite the strong stance of the Education and 
Manpower Bureau of the Hong Kong SAR Government on the policy of medium of 
instruction, the actual implementation, as shown in the research findings, deviates from 
the Government's original policy. Many secondary schools which adopt Chinese as the 
medium of instruction in their junior forms switch back to use English in senior forms 
for various reasons. Whatever the reasons, it is anticipated that this phenomenon will 
further complicate the issue of medium of instruction, causing difficulties in 
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investigating the effects of medium of instruction on the vocabulary learning of Hong 
Kong Secondary school students. It is because a simple classification of students based 
on the medium of instruction their schools are currently adopting at Secondary 6 and 7 
levels cannot assist the interpretation of results. 
It should also be pointed out that despite some schools' decision to switch back to 
use English in senior forms, their status is still 'Chinese-medium (CMI) schools'. In 
other words, if some of our F. 6 participants studies in CMI schools which use Chinese 
in junior forms and adopt English as the medium of instruction from Secondary 4 to 7, 
the overall mean scores of students in CMI schools cannot truly reflect the whole picture 
of the vocabulary learning of students in CMI schools because these students - use 
Chinese in junior forms and English in senior forms, if other factors kept being equal, 
have more exposure to English compared to those who use Chinese in both junior forms 
and senior forms. In the study, 178 students indicated that they used English as the 
medium of instruction in school from Secondary 1 to 3 and the number rose 
significantly to 242 from Secondary 4 to 5. As for the use of Chinese as the medium of 
instruction, the number dropped drastically from 156 to 54 when the students were 
promoted from junior forms to senior forms. Table 22 illustrates the situation of CMI 
schools switching back to use English in senior forms. All these findings suggest that the 
above concern — whether simply classifying students in terms of the medium of 
9 4 
instruction which their current schools adopt at the Secondary 6 and 7 levels can help 
draw meaningful interpretations 一 is justified. 
Table 22 
Comparison Between The Situations of the Implementation of the medium of 
Instruction Policy During the Period of Secondary 1 - 3 and Secondary 4 - 5 
Language Secondary 1-3 Secondary 4-5 
English 178 242 
Mix of English and Chinese 160 198 
Chinese 156 54 
Besides the aforementioned problems, one important phenomenon resulting in 
difficulties in analyzing the results of students' performance in the vocabulary test is 
code mixing in schools, which is strongly discouraged, if not forbidden, under the 
medium of instruction policy. As shown in the findings in Table 22, a significant number 
of students reported that teachers mixed Chinese and English together to teach both in 
junior forms. 
5.4.1 Effects of medium of instruction policy on vocabulary learning 
of Hong Kong senior secondary school students 
Based on the above research findings, simply categorizing students into two 
groups, namely CMT students and EMI students, does not enable significant 
conclusions with high representativeness to be drawn on the effects of the medium of 
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instruction on Hong Kong secondary school students' vocabulary learning. Instead of 
classifying students into 2 groups, this study reclassifies the participants into 9 groups 
in order to investigate the influence of the medium of instruction adopted in schools on 
students' vocabulary learning. The classification is illustrated in Table 23: 
Table 23 
Classification of Students According to Their Schools' Medium of Instruction in 
Junior Forms and Senior Forms. 
IGroup Medium of instruction Medium of instruction 
in junior forms in senior forms 
1 English English 
2 English Mix of Chinese and English 
3 English Chinese 
4 Mix of Chinese and English Mix of Chinese and English 
5 Mix of Chinese and English Chinese 
6 Mix of Chinese and English English 
7 Chinese English 
8 Chinese Mix of Chinese and English 
9 Chinese Chinese 
This kind of classification, in fact, includes all possible combinations of medium 
of instruction in schools from junior forms to senior forms. The number of students in 
different groups is presented in Table 24. As observed from the Table 24, students in 
groups 1, 4, 5，8, and 9 constitute a significant portion of the participants with 166 in 
group 1, 59 in group 4, 99 in group 5, 89 in group 8 and 59 in group 9. Interestingly, no 
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students reported that their schools switched from using English in junior forms to 
using Chinese in senior forms. In addition, there seems to be a trend that schools which 
use English or mix of Chinese and English in teaching in junior forms tend not to use 
pure Chinese in teaching in senior forms. 
Table 24. 
丄Number of Students in Different Groups Using Different Combination of Medium 
of Instruction in Junior Forms and Senior forms. 
Groups Frequency Percent 
Group 1 F. 1 - 5 English 166 33.6 
Group 2 F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix of Chinese and English 12 2.4 
Group 4 F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and English, F. 4 - 5 English 59 11.9 
Group 5 F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and English 99 20.0 
Group 6 F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 2 0.4 
Group 7 F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 English 15 3.0 
Group 8 F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix of Chinese and English 89 18.0 
Group 9 F. 1 - 5 Chinese 52 10.5 
Total 494 100.0 
As expected, the mean scores of students of all groups at all five-frequency levels 
except the UWL level demonstrate a decreasing trend as the words tested become less 
frequent. Table 25 reports the mean scores of students in different groups using 
different combinations of medium of instruction in junior forms and senior forms in the 
vocabulary test. As shown in Table 25, students in group 1 — adopting English as the 
medium of instruction from Secondary 1 — 5 outperform other groups of students at all 
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five word levels except the 2000 word level at which students in group 2 demonstrate 
the best performance. Following closely group 1 in terms of the mean scores in the 
vocabulary test is group 2，with mean scores of 13.25 at the 2000 word level, 5.5 at the 
3000 word level, 4. 75 at the 5000 word level, 6.67 at the UWL level, and 1.08 at the 
10000 word level. Ranked the is students in group 4, with mean scores of 11.51 at 
the 2000 word level, 5.76 at the 3000 word level, 3.93 at the 5000 word level, 5.83 at 
the UWL Level, and 0.88 at the 10000 word level. Group 5 is ranked the with mean 
scores of 10.92 at the 2000 word level, 5.08 at the 3000 word level, 3.73 at the 5000 
word level，5.75 at the UWL level, and 0.77 at the 10 000 word level. In the 
position are students in group 7, with mean scores at 10.73 at the 2000 word level, 4.87 
at the 3000 word level, 3.73 at the 5000 word level, 5.93 at the UWL level, and 0.6 at 
the 10000 word level. The performance of students in group 6 is very close to that of 
students in group 8. Students in group 6 performed slightly better than students in 
group 8 at the 5000 word level, UWL level and 1000 word level whereas students in 
group 8 perform slightly better than students in group 6 at the 2000 word level and 
3000 word level. The performance of students in group 9 is the worst compared with 
that of students in other groups at all five word-frequency levels with mean scores of 
7.10 at the 2000 word level, 2.65 at the 3000 word level, 1.90 at the 5000 word level, 
2.35 at the UWL level and 0.15 at the 1000 Word level. In general, there are gaps at all 
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five word levels among the mean scores of students of the eight different groups. 
In order to check whether the gaps and differences are significant statistically, a 
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted and the results are 
demonstrated in Table 26. The F-values show that some significance lies among the 
eight groups of students at all five word levels. The Schelle post hot test was then 
conducted to investigate where the significance lies and results are reported in Table 27 
(See Appendix G). As significance was found to lie among different groups at all five 
word levels, only figures highly relevant to the discussion in chapter 5 will be reported. 
9 9 
Table 25 
Mean Scores (out of 18) in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test by Students of 
Different Groups Using Different Combinations of Medium of Instruction in 
Junior Forms and Senior Forms. 
Groups ~ 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 ~ 5 0 0 0 ~ ~ U W L “ 1 0 0 0 0 
Word Word Word Level Word 
Level Level Level Level 
Group 1: 
F. 1 - 5 English 13.23 6.96 5.63 8.02 1.30 
( n = 1 6 6 ) (SD=2.88) (SD= 2.77) (SD=2.46) (SD-3.01) (SD 二 1.65) 
Group 2: 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix 13.25 5.50 4.75 6.67 1.08 
of Chinese and English (SD=2.80) (SD二2.50) (SD=2.34) (SD=2.74) (SD=1.08) 
( n 二 12) 
Group 4: 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 11.51 5.76 3.93 5.83 0.88 
English, F. 4 - 5 English (SD=3.50) (SD 二 3.49) (SD=2.35) (SD=3.41) (SD=1.22) 
(n 二 59) 
Group 5: 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 10.92 5.08 3.73 5.75 0.77 
English ( n = 9 9 ) (SD=3.35) (SD=2.95) (SD=2.43) (SD=3.27) (SD=1.12) 
Group 6: 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 9.50 2.50 4.00 5.00 0.50 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese (SD二3.54) (SD二3.54) (SD=2.83) (SD二4.24) (SD=0.71) 
( n = 2 ) 
Group 7: 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 10.73 4.87 3.73 5.93 0.60 
English ( n 二 15) (SD二4.35) (SD二3.54) (SD=3.17) (SD=3.35) (SD-0.63 
Group 8: 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 9.73 3.61 3.25 4.07 0.3596 
of Chinese and English (SD=3.96) (SD=2.47) (SD=2.82) (SD=2.78) (SD=0.76) 
( n = 89 ) 
Group 9: 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 7.10 2.65 1.90 2.35 0.15 
(n = 52 (SD=3.36) (SD=1.71) (SD 二 1.94) (SD=1.85) (SD=0.36) 
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Table 26. 
且�esu l t s of One-Way ANOVA Comparing the Mean Scores of Students in Different 
Groups Using Different Combinations of Medium of Instruction in Junior rornis 
ana Senior Forms. 
Degrees of 
Sum of Squares Freedom MeanSquaoie F 
LevelJUW BetoenGraups 1828.286 T 261.184 23.22*** 
Within Graups 5465.667 486 11.246 
T M 7293.953 ^ 
LevelJOOO Between Groups 1111.286 7 158.75520.49*林""“ 
Within Groups 3764.975 486 7.747 
T M 4876.261 m 
LevelJOOO Between Gxouips 727l48 7 103.87816.86* 林 
Within Groups 2994.214 486 6.161 
T M 3721.362 m 
LevelJJWL Betveen Gioups 1711.521 7 2 4 4 . 5 0 3 2 7 . 4 5 * * * ~ 
一 Within Groups 4328.902 486 8.907 
T M 6040.423 m 
LevelJOOOOBetween Graups B\W\ 7 11.669 7.70*** 
Within Groups 736.642 486 1.516 
T M 818.324 493 
*** significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed) 
At all five word-frequency levels, the difference between students in group 1 一 
using English from Secondary 1 to 5 and those in group 9 - using Chinese from 
Secondary 1 to 5 - was proved to be statistically significant. On the contrary, no 
significant difference was found between students in groups 1 and those in group 2 -
using English from Secondary 1 - 3 and using mix of Chinese and English from 
Secondary 4 - 5 at all five word-frequency levels. 
At the 2000 word level, a statistically significant difference was found among the 
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students in group 9 and those in group 8 - using Chinese in teaching from Secondary 
1 — 3 and mix of Chinese and English from Secondary 4 - 5. At the UWL level, 
difference between students in group 9 and those in group 7 - using Chinese in 
teaching in junior forms and English in senior forms. 
It can be observed from Table 25 that students in group 1 - using English as the 
medium of instruction in both junior forms and senior forms - outperformed students 
in group 9 - using Chinese as the medium of instruction in both junior forms and 
senior forms by around 6 at the 2000 word-frequency level and the UWL level, by 4 at 
the 3000 and 5000 level, and by 1 at the 10000 level. One may easily come to a 
conclusion that medium of instruction is largely to blame. However, when interpreting 
the figures, one should not forget that compared with CMI secondary schools, EMI 
secondary schools admit primary school students with better academic results. Hence, 
the astonishing gap between the performance of students in group 1 and that of 
students in group 9 should not be simply attributed to the medium of instruction policy 
introduced by the Government in 1998，shortly after the reverse of sovereignty in 1997. 
To what extent the medium of instruction policy has affected the vocabulary learning 
of senior secondary school students, if there is any, remains unanswered. 
However, by looking deeply into the performances of students in groups 7, 8 and 
9, we can have a clearer picture of the effects of the medium of instruction policy on 
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the vocabulary learning of senior secondary school students in Hong Kong. There are 
many similarities shared among students in groups 7, 8 and 9，with their schools using 
Chinese as the medium of instruction in junior forms being the most prominent 
similarity. Due to the fact that students in group 7, 8 and 9 were from CMI schools in 
junior forms, they were very similar in terms of their educational backgrounds - not as 
academically prominent and fluent in English as students in groups 1 and 2 when they 
were first admitted to Secondary 1. 
Table 27 shows that there exist gaps among the performances of students in 
groups 7, 8 and 9 all five word-frequency levels. While the gap between the 
performance of students in group 7 and that of students in group 8 is small, it is 
apparent that compared with students in group 7 and 8, students in group 9 
underperformed seriously. Except the 10, 000 word-frequency level, students in group 
9 were behind students in groups 7 by at least 2 at the other four levels. In fact, this 
comparison implies that the medium of instruction policy did exert an influence on the 
vocabulary learning of students. Besides, it should also be mentioned that students in 
group 7 - using Chinese in Secondary 1 - 3 and English in Secondary 4 - 5 - are 
immersed in English teaching merely 2 years more than students in group 9 - using 
Chinese in Secondary 1—5. Only 2 years of English teaching has already resulted in 
such a huge gap. The above findings imply that the medium of instruction policy did 
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have a serious effect on students' English vocabulary learning. 
5.4.2 Effects of language of textbooks on vocabulary learning of Hong 
Kong senior secondary school students 
As a matter of fact, not only do some schools adopt another medium of instruction 
in senior forms, the language in which students' textbooks are written is also changed 
as the students are promoted to senior forms. As shown in Table 28, 316 Secondary 6 
participants reported that they used English textbooks when they were from Secondary 
1 to 3. However, the number rose to 405 when the students were in Secondary 4 -5. 
The numbers of students indicating that they used Chinese textbooks in junior forms 
and senior forms are 178 and 89 respectively. 
Table 28 
The Number of Students Using English and Chinese Textbooks from Secondary 1 一 
3 and from Secondary 4 - 5 . 
Language used Number of students Number of students 
in the students，textbooks (Secondary 1-3) (Secondary 4-5) 
English ^ 
Chinese 178 89 
Similar to the situation of medium of instruction in junior forms and senior forms 
in local secondary schools, there are different combinations of languages in which 
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students' textbooks are written. In order to enable meaningful and significant 
conclusions to be drawn. Secondary 6 participants in the study are categorized into 4 
different groups as in Table 29. 314 students indicated that they used English textbooks 
from Secondary 1 to 5 whereas students as few as 2 reported that they used English 
textbooks in junior forms and Chinese textbooks in senior forms, reflecting that this 
option is not a favourable one among secondary schools in Hong Kong. Due to the 
very small number of students in group 2, any figures related to group 2 will not be 
used to help draw any conclusions about the effect of the languages of textbooks on the 
vocabulary learning of senior secondary school students. 92 students belonged to group 
3 - students using Chinese textbooks in junior forms and English textbooks in 
senior forms. Group 4 一 students using Chinese textbooks in both junior forms and 
senior forms - consists of 86 students. 
Table 29 
Number of Students in Different Groups Using Textbooks Written in Different 
Combinations of Languages in Junior Forms and Senior forms 
Groups Frequency Percent 
Group 1 F. 1 - 5 English textbooks 314 63.6% 
Group 2 F. 1 - 3 English textbooks, F. 4 - 5 Chinese textbooks 2 0.4% 
Group 3 F. 1 - 3 Chinese textbooks, F. 4 - 5 English textbooks 92 18.6% 
Group 4 F. 1 - 5 Chinese textbooks, F. 4 - 5 Chinese textbooks 86 17.4% 
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The average scores in the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test of the Secondary 6 
participants in above different groups are presented in Table 30. Scores of all groups 
drop as the words tested become less frequent. The mean scores of students in group 1, 
the best among the four groups, fall from 12.77 at the 2000 word level, to 6.61 at the 
3000 word level, to 5.08 at the 5000 word level, and finally to 1.15 at the 10000 word 
level. At UWL level, their mean score is 7.37. Concerning the performance of students 
in group 3, they score 9.66 at the 2000 word level and the mean score drops to 3.71 at 
3000 word level, to 3.04 at the 5000 word level, and 0.39 at the 10000 word level. As 
for the UWL level, their mean score is 0.39. In group 4’ the mean scores drop from 
7.13 at the 2000 word level to 2.06 at the 3000 word level, to 1.93 at the 5000 word 
level, to 0.09 at the 10000 word level, and finally rise to 2.8 at the UWL level. It can 
be observed from the figures that gaps exist among mean scores at all five 
word-frequency levels in the four different groups. 
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Table 30 
Mean Scores (out of 18) of Students in Different Groups Using Textbooks Written 
in Different Combinations of Languages in Junior Forms and Senior Forms in the 
Vocabulary Test. 
Groups 2000 3000 5000 UWL 10000 
Word Word Word Level Word 
Level Level Level Level 
Group 1: 
F. 1 - 5 English textbooks 12.77 6.61 5.08 7.37 1.15 
( n = 314) (SD=2.92) (SD=2.85) (SD=2.54) (SD-3.14) (SD=1.47) 
Group 2: 
F. 1 - 3 English textbooks, 10.00 3.00 1.50 2.00 0.00 
F. 4 - 5 Chinese textbooks (SD=7.07) (SD=1.41) (SD 二 2.12) (SD=1.41) (SD=0.00) 
( n = 2 ) 
Group 3: 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese textbooks, 9.66 3.71 3.04 4.27 0.39 
F. 4 - 5 English textbooks (SD=3.14) (SD=2.18) (SD=2.63) (SD=2.60) (SD=0.57) 
(n = 92) 
Group 4: 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese textbooks 7.13 2.06 1.93 2.80 0.09 
( n = 86 ) (SD=3.14) (SD二 1.60) (SD=1.67) (SD二 1.81) (SD=0.29) 
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Figure 10. Mean scores (out of 18) of students in different groups using textbooks 
written in different combinations of languages in junior forms and senior forms in 
the vocabulary test. 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was implemented so as to check 
whether or not the differences existing in the mean scores among students in different 
groups are statistically significant, and the results are summarized in Table 31. The 
F-values reveal that the differences among the four groups at all five word-frequency 
levels are statistically significant. The Scheffe post hoc test, therefore, was conducted 
to find where the significance lies and the results are reported in Table 32 (See 
Appendix H). Again, as significance was found to lie among different groups at all five 
word levels, only figures highly relevant to the discussion in chapter 5 will be reported. 
1 0 8 
At all five word-frequency levels, the performance of students in group 1 一 
students using English from Secondary 1 - 5 - is statistically different from those of 
students in groups 3 and 4. At the 2000, 3000, 5000 word levels and UWL level, the 
performance of students in group 3 - students using Chinese in junior forms and 
English in senior forms was shown to be different from that of students in group 4 一 
students using Chinese both in junior forms and senior forms. Students using Chinese 
textbooks from Secondary 1 to 3 exhibit a smaller pool of vocabulary than students 
using Chinese textbooks from Secondary 1 to 3 and English textbooks from Secondary 
4 - 5 . Students in group 3 outperform their counterparts in group 4 by 2 at the 2000 
word-frequency level, and approximately by 1 at the other three levels except the 10, 
000 word-frequency level. Similar to the situation concerning the different 
combinations of medium of instruction, using English textbooks for merely 2 years in 
senior forms in CMI secondary schools has already led to such a stunning difference 
between the levels these two groups of students attain. The above patterns suggest that 
the language in which students' textbooks are written plays a pivotal role in students' 
vocabulary learning, and using Chinese textbooks, as shown in the findings, has an 
adverse effect on students' vocabulary learning. 
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Table 31 
i�c!»uits of One-way ANOVA Comparing the Scores of Students using textbooks 
written in different combinations of languages in junior iorms ana senior ioriii» m 
ihc vocabulary test. 
De^es of 
Sum of Squares Freedom Mean Square F 
LevelJOOli Betv/eenfjiro^p? 2^17.777 T 805.926 80 .99* * *~ 
Within Groups 4875.176 490 9.951 
T M 7293.953 m 
Level JOOO Between Groups 1684.301 3 561.43486.19***~~ 
Within Groups 3191.960 490 6.514 
^ 4876.261 m 
LevelJOOO Between Groups 823.608 3 274.53646.42嫩 
Within Groups 2897.755 490 5.914 
T M 3721.362 m 
LeveLUWL Between Groiips 2079.768 3 693.256 85.77*** 
一 Withm Groups 3960.655 490 8.083 
To^ 6040.423 § 3 
LeveLlOOUU”Be1\/een Groups 9 8 4 ^ 3 3 2 M 2 2 . 3 5 * * * “ 
Within Graups 719.831 490 1.469 
To^ 818.324 493 
*** significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed) 
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5.5 Significant Patterns Regarding the Performance of 
Participants of Different English Results in the HKCEE in 
the Vocabulary Test 
One point to be highlighted about the performance of participants of different 
English results in the HKCEE in Laufer and Nation (1999)'s Productive Vocabulary 
Levels Test is that no statistically significant difference was found between the mean 
scores of B grade students and C grade students. It is definitely worth looking into the 
reasons why there is no significant difference between the vocabulary scores of B 
grade students and those of C grade students at all five word-frequency levels. One 
possible explanation for the unobvious difference between the B grade students and C 
grade students in terms of their performance in the vocabulary test is the grade 
allocation set by the Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority. 
As a matter of fact, as mentioned previously, the percentages of students attaining 
grades A, B and C in English Language (Syl.B) in the Hong Kong Certificate of 
Education Examination are 3.2%, 3.4% and 8.3% respectively. The percentages of 
awarding grades A, B and C in English Language are very low compared to those of 
other subjects in the HKCEE such as Physics, Chemistry, and Mathematics. The A - C 
grade students in English Language only occupy the top 15%. It is logical that the 
difference among these A - C grade students should not be remarkably huge. While the 
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above suggestion seems to be able to explain why there exists no significant difference 
in the vocabulary test between the performance of B grade and C grade students in the 
HKCEE, it fails to account for the phenomenon that there exists a gap in terms of 
performance in the vocabulary test between A grade students and students awarded 
grades B and C in the HKCEE. 
5.6 Summary 
The fact that Hong Kong senior secondary school students are weak in vocabulary 
is indeed a cause for our concern. This chapter further discusses the drawbacks of 
having a limited pool of vocabulary. Besides discussing the issue of lack of vocabulary 
among Hong Kong senior secondary school students, considerable discussion in this 
chapter is on the effects of medium of instruction policy and the language of students' 
textbooks on students' vocabulary learning. It is shown that adopting Chinese as the 
medium of instruction and using Chinese textbooks are not conducive to the 
vocabulary development of Hong Kong senior secondary school students. 
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CHAPTER 6 CONCLUSION 
6.1 Introduction 
Apart from reflecting Hong Kong senior secondary school students' weakness in 
English vocabulary knowledge, the findings obtained in the present study suggest that 
measures have to be taken to rectify the alarming situation. This final chapter 
concludes this thesis with an evaluation of the overall research project. Implications 
drawn from the results will be discussed and suggestions for different sectors in society 
will also be offered. Limitations of the present research and some recommendations for 
future studies are stated at the end of this chapter. 
6.2 Implications of the Present Study 
6.2.1 Recommendation to secondary school English teachers 
As mentioned in the early part of this thesis, only a limited proportion of student 
population can be admitted to university. Therefore, as far as many Hong Kongers are 
concerned, secondary school education, after which they will step into the workplace, 
is the end of their education. Effective teaching of vocabulary in secondary schools is 
undoubtedly needed. After 6 years of primary education in which students are exposed 
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to high-frequency words in English, secondary school students are at a stage where 
their English teachers should further boost their English vocabulary by teaching them 
low-frequency words. As shown in the research findings, the performance of senior 
secondary school students in Hong Kong is far from satisfactory at 3000 
word-frequency levels or above. It is often heard from students that they learn some 
words from newspapers and magazines which they seldom have the opportunities to 
put into use in their writings or which they seldom come across again in other texts. As 
a matter of fact, it is teachers, not students, who have the expertise to judge whether 
certain vocabulary is more 'useful' in terms of their frequencies of appearing in texts. 
Choosing words at a suitable word-frequency level for students to learn would 
certainly be an effective approach to teaching vocabulary. 
It has long been argued whether teachers should incorporate explicit teaching of 
vocabulary in their teaching curriculum. To LI learners, implicit or incidental 
vocabulary learning is the major way of learning vocabulary. As for L2 learners, the 
picture of learning L2 vocabulary is different. First and foremost, in order that learners 
can successfully infer the meanings of unknown words in texts, adequate contexts 
should be available to L2 learners. However, poor L2 learners or beginners may not 
reach a certain size of vocabulary to make use of the contexts available. Inferring 
meanings of unknown words is often a headache to L2 learners. Read (2000) 
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comments that 
"Even if learners successfully infer the meaning of an unknown word 
in a reading text, it does not mean that they will necessarily acquire 
knowledge of the word ... Logically, one can figure out what a word 
means for immediate comprehension purposes without retaining any 
long-term memory of the meaning of even the form of the word, once 
the reading task is completed." (p.60) 
Explicit teaching of vocabulary is, therefore, needed. Regarding pedagogical 
implications, Nassaji (2003) comments that the findings suggest that in ESL learning 
classrooms, students should not be pushed too much on context to leam the meanings 
of new words. Teachers should devote part of the class time to identifying, defining, 
and explaining the new words to the students. 
In order that L2 learners can retain a long-term memory of words taught by 
teachers and leamt in their textbooks, regular vocabulary recycling is crucial to 
students, CMI secondary school students in particular due to the fact that they do not 
have as much exposure to English as their counterparts in EMI secondary schools do. 
Nation (2001) comment that 
"[rjepetition is essential for vocabulary learning because there is so much to know 
about each word that one meeting with it is not sufficient to gain this information, and 
because vocabulary items must not only be known, they must be known well so that 
they can be fluently accessed. Repetition thus adds to the quality of knowledge and 
also to the quantity or strength of this knowledge." (p.p. 75-76) 
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6.2.2 Recommendation to secondary schools in Hong Kong 
It was found that students in EMI schools outperformed their Chinese 
counterparts and it is anticipated that using textbooks at the same vocabulary levels is 
not favourable to both EMI students and CMI students. A textbook which EMI students 
find suitable may result in enormous frustration among CMI students. When choosing 
textbooks, schools should take this factor into consideration. Choosing textbooks 
which are too easy or too difficult to learners in terms of vocabulary levels are not 
conducive to students' vocabulary learning. With students' performance varying to 
such a huge extent, it is difficult, if not impossible, for local publishers to tailor-make 
teaching materials for particular schools. In the long run, schools may need to design 
extra materials at a suitable level for their students to facilitate their vocabulary 
learning. 
Apart from careful selection of suitable textbooks, Hong Kong secondary schools 
should also introduce an organized and detailed vocabulary curriculum which should 
be set in response to needs of the students in their schools, daily lives, and the 
workplace. Establishing a vocabulary curriculum is important in two senses. Not only 
does it instill a crucial message to students that strengthening vocabulary is a key 
component of L2 learning, it can also standardize the teaching of vocabulary in Hong 
Kong. Major components to be included are vocabulary learning strategies, dictionary 
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skills, and teaching different aspects of vocabulary knowledge such as semantics, 
phonology, morphology and collocation. 
Macaro (2003) holds the view that explicit vocabulary teaching and implicit 
vocabulary learning are complementary to each other: 
"Vocabulary can certainly be learnt implicitly and, indeed, context 
appears to be essential in ensuring in-depth understanding of a 
word. However, consolidation and progression from receptive to 
productive vocabulary is clearly facilitated by selective attention 
being brought to bear on the new lexical item" (p. 86). 
While teachers incorporate explicating teaching of vocabulary into their teaching 
curriculum, schools should provide a rich language environment in which students can 
be fijlly immersed in English. Due to the heavy workload of English teachers, schools 
should look into ways of running English activities without adding extra work to 
language teachers. 
6.2.3 Recommendation to the Hong Kong Government 
As mentioned previously, schools need to provide a rich language environment 
for students and the Education Bureau should come up with concrete ways of fostering 
a rich language environment and provide supports in terms of professional expertise, 
training, and finance. In view of the poor results of students in CMI secondary schools, 
the Government should assist schools in devising detailed and feasible measures to 
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compensate for the lack of exposure to English in CMI secondary schools. 
In order to provide a clear idea of what level students should attain after certain 
stages of learning, a vocabulary list should be complied. This is what the Hong Kong 
SAR Government can learn from China. The Ministry of Education of China officially 
sets out targets for the teaching and learning of English vocabulary in the secondary 
school curriculum. The 1993 English language curriculum, for instance, stated that 
when students finish their junior secondary programme, they should have "an active 
oral and written command of around 600-700 frequently used words plus 200 common 
expressions" and "a passive command of around 400-500 other words" (Adamson, 
2004, p. 175) 
As there is a huge gap between the performance of EMI students and that of CMI 
students, the Government should have a comprehensive review on the effects of the 
medium of instruction policy on not only students' vocabulary development, but also 
their overall English proficiency so as to decide if there should be any modifications to 
the current medium of instruction policy. 
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6.3 Limitations of the Present Studv 
Despite the well-designed self-constructed questionnaire and the widely 
recognized Productive Vocabulary Levels Test designed by Laufer and Nation (1999), 
the present study does have some limitations regarding the research design. First and 
foremost, the vocabulary measuring instrument only measures the productive aspect of 
students' vocabulary knowledge and also their vocabulary breadth. It has to be pointed 
out that investigating vocabulary knowledge does not just involve two perspectives. 
There is much more to it, examples of which are the receptive aspect of vocabulary 
knowledge and different dimensions of vocabulary knowledge such as collocation, 
semantics, and syntax. In this research study, how the quality of students' vocabulary 
knowledge is and at what levels students' receptive vocabulary knowledge is remains 
unanswered. 
Besides, this study only focuses on the breadth of vocabulary knowledge of a 
small number of senior form students in Hong Kong. When invitation letters were sent 
to secondary schools in Hong Kong, some English teachers and principals might have 
skepticism towards the present study and refused to participate in the study. As a result, 
only around 500 participants were engaged in this study. In addition, this study did not 
pay attention to the differences，if there are any, between the strategies employed by 
poor English learners and good English learners. As for the situation of junior form 
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students in Hong Kong, the current study did not devote any parts to looking into this 
aspect. 
Concerning the research instruments, there are no ways to verify the information 
given by the students. When filling out the questionnaires, few Secondary 6 students 
even had problems understanding the questions written in English. Because of this 
problem, students were instructed in Chinese about how to fill out the questionnaire. 
Although the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is widely used and recognized, it is 
still disputable to select only 18 words at each word-frequency level which contains 
1000 words. 
6.4 Suggestions for Further Research 
In view of the aforementioned limitations, suggestions for future vocabulary 
research studies are offered. For a start, it would be of high research value to look into 
the vocabulary knowledge of junior secondary school students in Hong Kong in order 
to offer a more comprehensive picture of the vocabulary development of secondary 
school students in Hong Kong. 
More studies in relation to the receptive aspect of students' vocabulary knowledge 
should be launched. If time is allowed, participants should be asked to complete the 
two tests, with one measuring the productive aspect and the other measuring the 
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receptive aspect, in order that the relationship between the productive vocabulary 
knowledge and respective vocabulary knowledge can be examined. With a view to 
measuring the different dimensions of vocabulary knowledge of students, vocabulary 
measuring instruments such as VKS Elicitation Scale (Wesche & Paribakh, 1996) and 
Read's Word Associates Test (Read, 2000) should be employed. Interviews can also be 
used to investigate the differences, if there are any, between the strategies employed by 
good English learners and poor English learners. 
A Chinese questionnaire should be provided alongside the original English 
questionnaire in case weak English participants need extra help in comprehending the 
questionnaire. Chinese instruction should also be offered when the research study is 
conducted in schools. 
6.5 Summary 
This research study looks into the English vocabulary knowledge of senior 
secondary school students in Hong Kong and provides some teaching 
recommendations to secondary school teachers and schools, and implications to the 
Hong Kong Government. It has been repeatedly mentioned in this thesis that senior 
secondary school students in Hong Kong perform unsatisfactorily in vocabulary and 
proper measures should be promptly taken to rectify the worrying situation. In spite of 
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the limitations of the research study, the research findings do shed light on the English 
vocabulary knowledge of senior secondary school students in Hong Kong and more 
understanding of the secondary school students' English proficiency has been 
developed as a result. Future vocabulary research studies targeting different aspects 
and different dimensions of vocabulary knowledge, and involving different participants 
should be conducted. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A. Invitation letter to Schools in Hong Kong 
Dear Principal, 
Inviting your school to participate in a vocabulary research study by CUHK 
I am writing to invite your school's participation in a vocabulary research study conducted by the 
Department of English, the Chinese University of Hong Kong. 
Vocabulary knowledge is of utmost importance in one's second language acquisition. Knowing 
how well students do in their vocabulary learning can enable educational practitioners and school 
administrators to fine-tune their teaching directions and methodologies. In view of this, the 
aforementioned research study is being conducted in order to measure the vocabulary size of 
senior secondary school (Form 6) students in Hong Kong, with me being the researcher and 
Professor George Braine the research supervisor. 
Regarding the data collection, students in your school will basically be asked to write a 
45-minute vocabulary test which measures how many words they know and how well they 
perform in different vocabulary levels. The test is well established internationally and was written 
by Professor Paul Nation( 1999), an internationally renowned expert in the field of vocabulary 
research. All the data collected will be kept in strict confidence, and individual schools' results 
will not be disclosed. The data will only be used to analyze Hong Kong students' performance in 
vocabulary in general and to investigate the effects of the Medium of Instruction policy in 
secondary schools introduced in 1998. 
Research data is urgently needed and we sincerely ask for your participation which is of 
enormous value to this research study and our education system as a whole. A report 
summarizing your students' performance in different levels will be sent to your school for 
reference and also as a gesture of our appreciation of your school's efforts. If your school would 
like to participate in the research study or to know more details, please send us e-mails at 
vocabulaiyresearch@vahoo.coin.hk by 3rd November, 2006. Your school's contribution is highly 
appreciated. We are looking forward to receiving a favourable reply. 
Yours faithfully, 
John Ng Chun Ho 
M. Phil (Applied English Linguistics) Researcher 
Department of English 
The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
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Appendix B. Questionnaire for the research study 
Territory-wide Vocabulary Research Study 
By the English Department, 
The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
1. Personal information 
a. School's name: 
b. Student's name: 
c. Class: 
d. Class number: 
e. Age: 
f. Sex: 
g. Stream: Science I Arts I Business I Others 
h. What is your mother tongue? Cantonese / Putonqhua / English I Others 
i. What grade did you get in HKCEE English Language? 
Syllabus A / B A / B / C / D / E / F / U 
j. What are the total points you got in the best 6 HKCEE subjects? 
2. English Learning Experience 
a. How many years have you studied English? 
1 - 6 years / 7 — 12 years /13 - 19 years 
b. Did you study overseas before entering F. 6? Yes I No 
If you choose 'Yes', 
Where did you study? 
How long did you study in that country? 
c. When you studied from F.1-3, what was your school's official medium of 
instruction? 
Chinese I English 










































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix C. Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (Laufer & Nation, 1999) 
Complete the underlined words. The first one has been done for you. 
He was riding a bicycle. 
The 2,000 word Level 
1. I'm glad we had this opp to talk. 
2. There are a doz eggs in the basket. 
3. Every working person must pay income t • 
4. The pirates buried the trea on a desert island. 
5. Her beauty and cha had a powerfiil effect on men. 
6. La of rain led to a shortage of water in the city. 
7. He takes cr and sugar in his office. 
8. The rich man died and left all his we to his son. 
9. Pup must hand in their papers by the end of the week. 
10. This sweater is too tight. It needs to be stret . 
11. Ann intro her boyfriend to her mother. 
12. Teenagers often adm and worship pop singers. 
13. If you blow up that balloon any more it will bur . 
14. In order to be accepted into the university, he had to impr his 
grades. 
15. The telegram was deli two hours after it had been sent. 
16. The differences were so si that they went unnoticed. 
17. The dress you're wearing is lov . 
18. He wasn't very popu when he was a teenager, but he has many 
friends now. 
The 3,000 Word Level 
1. He has a successful car as a lawyer. 
2. The thieves threw ac in his face and made him blind. 
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3. To improve the country's economy, the government decided on economic 
ref . 
4. She wore a beautiful green go to the ball. 
5. The government tried to protect the country's industry by reducing the 
imp of cheap goods. 
6. The children's pranks were funny at first, but finally got on the parents' 
ner . 
7. The lawyer gave some wise coun to his client. 
8. Many people in England mow the la of their houses on Sunday 
morning. 
9. The farmers sell the eggs that his he lay. 
10. Sudden noises at night sea me a lot. 
11. France was proc a republic in the 18"�century. 
12. Many people are inj in road accidents every year. 
13. Suddenly he was thru into the dark room. 
14. He perc a light at the end of the tunnel. 
15. Children are not independent. They are att to their parents. 
16. She showed off her sle figure in a long narrow dress. 
17. She has been changing partners often because she cannot have a 
sta relationship with one person. 
18. You must wear a bathing suit on a public beach. You're not allowed to walk 
na . 
The 5,000 Word Level 
1 • Soliders usually swear an oa of loyalty to their country. 
2. The voter placed the ball in the box. 
3. They keep their valuables in a vau at the bank. 
4. A bird perched at the window led . 
5. The kitten is playing with a ball of ya . 
6. The thieves have forced an ent to the building. 
7. The small hill was really a burial mou . 
8. We decided to celebrate New Year's E together. 
9. The soldier was asked to choose between infantry and cav . 
133 
10. This is a complex problem which is difficult to compr . 
11. The angry crowd sho the prisoner as he was leaving the court. 
12. Don't pay attention to this rude remark. Just ign it. 
13. The management held a secret meeting. The issues discussed were not 
disc to the workers. 
14. We could hear the sergeant bel commands to the troops. 
15. The boss got angry with the secretary and it took a lot of tact to soo 
him. 
16. We do not have adeq information to make a decision. 
17. She is not a child, but a mat woman. She can make her own 
decisions. 
18. The prisoner was put in soli confinement. 
The University Word List Level 
1. There has been a recent tr among prosperous families towards a 
smaller number of children. 
2. The ar of his office is 25 square meters. 
3. Phil examines the meaning of life. 
4. According to the communist doc ’ workers should rule the world. 
5. Spending many years together deepened their inti . 
6. He usually read the sport sec of the newspapers first. 
7. Because of the doctors' strike the cli is closed today. 
8. There are several misprints on each page of this te . 
9. The suspect had both opportunity and mot to commit the murder 
10. They insp all products before sending them out to stores, 
11. A considerable amount of evidence was accum during the 
investigation. 
12. The victim's shirt was satu with blood. 
13. He is irresponsible. You cannot re on him for help. 
14. It's impossible to eva these results without knowing about the 
research methods that were used. 
15. He finally att a position of power in the company. 
16. The story tells us about a crime and subs punishment. 
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17. In a horn class all students are of a similar proficiency. 
18. The urge to survive is inh in all creatures. 
The 10,000 Word Level 
1. The baby is wet. Her dia needs changing. 
2. The prisoner was released on par . 
3. Second year University students in the U.S. are called soph . 
4. Her favourite flowers were or . 
5. The insect causes damage to plants by its toxic sec . 
6. The evac of the building saved many lives. 
7. For many people, wealth is a prospect of unimaginable felic . 
8. She found herself in a pred without any hope for a solution. 
9. The deac helped with the care of the poor of the parish. 
10. The hurricane whi along the coast. 
11. Some coal was still smol among the ashes. 
12. The dead bodies were muti beyond recognition. 
13. She was sitting on a balcony and bas in the sun. 
14. For years waves of invades pill towns along the coast. 
15. The rescue attempt could not proceed quickly. It was imp by bad 
weather. 
16. I wouldn't hire him. He is unmotivated and indo . 
17. Computers have made typewriters old-fashioned and obs . 
18. Watch out for his wil tricks. 
~ The end 〜 
Thank you for your participation 
1 3 5 
Appendix D. Su2gested answers for Productive Vocabulary Levels Test 
2000 Word Level 
1. opportunity 2. dozen 3. tax 
4. treasure 5. charm/charisma 6. Lack 
7. cream 8. wealth 9. pupils 
10. stretched 11. introduces/introduced 12. admire 
13• burst 14. improve 15. delivered 
16. slight 17. lovely 18. popular 
3000 word Level 
1. career 2. acid 3. reform 
4. gown 5. import 6. nerves 
7. counsel 8. lawn 9. hens 
10. scare / scared 11. proclaimed 12. injured 
13. thrust 14. perceives/perceived 15. attached 
16. slender 17. stable 18. naked 
5000 Word Level 
1. oath 2. ballot 3. vault 
4. ledge 5. yarn 6. entrance/entry 
7. mound 8. Eve 9. cavalry 
10. comprehend 11. shoved 12. ignore 
13. disclosed 14. bellow/bellowing 15. soothe 
16. adequate 17. mature 18. solitary 
University Word List Level 
1. trend 2. area 3. Philosophy 
4. doctrine 5. intimacy 6. section 
7. clinic 8. text/textbook 9. motive 
10. inspect/inspected 11 • accumulated 12. saturated 
13. rely 14. evaluate 15. attains/attained 
16. subsequent 17. homogenous 18. inherent 
10000 Word Level 
1. diaper 2. parole 3. sophomores 
4. orchids 5. secretion 6. evacuation 
7. felicity 8. predicament 9. deacon 
10. whips/whipped 11. smoldering 12. mutilated 
13. basking 14. pillaged 15. impeded 
16. indolent 17. obsolete 18. wily/wilful 
1 3 6 
Appendix E. Table 11 
Table 11. 
Results of SchefTe Post-hoc Test for Comparing the Mean Scores of Students in 
DifTerent Streams, Science, Arts and Business. 
Dependent Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
Variable (I) Stream (J) Stream Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower bound Upper bound 
Leve�_2000 Science Arts .32189 .39174 .879 -.7770 1.4208 
Business 1.49267 .57794 .085 -.1286 3.1139 
Others 4.32941(*) .84569 .000 1.9570 6.7018 
Arts Science -.32189 .39174 .879 -1.4208 .7770 
Business 1.17078 .62546 .321 -.5838 2.9254 
Others 4.00752(*) .87885 .000 1.5421 6.4729 
Business Science -1.49267 .57794 .085 -3.1139 .1286 
Arts -1.17078 .62546 .321 -2.9254 .5838 
Othere 2.83673(*) .97619 .039 .0983 5.5752 
Others Science -4.32941(*) .84569 .000 -6.7018 -1.9570 
Arts -4.00752(*) .87885 .000 -6.4729 -1.5421 
Business -2.83673(*) .97619 .039 -5.5752 -.0983 
Level_3000 Science Arts .18890 .31699 .949 -.7003 1.0781 
Business 2.13949(*) .46766 .000 .8276 3.4514 
Others 3.33677(*) .68432 .000 1.4171 5.2564 
Arts Science -.18890 .31699 .949 -1.0781 .7003 
Business 1.95059(*) .50612 .002 .5308 3.3704 
Others 3.14787(*) .71115 .000 1.1529 5.1428 
Business Science -2.13949(*) .46766 .000 -3.4514 -.8276 
Arts -1.95059(*) .50612 .002 -3.3704 -.5308 
Others 1.19728 .78991 .514 -1.0186 3.4132 
Others Science -3.33677(*) .68432 .000 -5.2564 -1.4171 
Arts -3.14787(*) .71115 .000 -5.1428 -1.1529 
Business -1.19728 .78991 .514 -3.4132 1.0186 
Level_5000 Science Arts .13353 .28150 .973 -.6561 .9232 
Business 1.52128(*) .41530 .004 .3563 2.6863 
Others 2.18115(*) .60770 .005 .4764 3.8859 
Arts Science -.13353 .28150 .973 -.9232 .6561 
Business ].38776(*) .44945 .024 .1270 2.6486 
Others 2.04762(*) .63153 .015 .2760 3.8192 
Business Science -1.52128(*) .41530 .004 -2.6863 -.3563 
1 3 7 
Arts -1.38776(*) .44945 .024 -2.6486 -.1270 
Others .65986 .70147 .829 -1.3079 2.6276 
Others Science -2.18115(*) .60770 .005 -3.8859 -.4764 
Alts -2.04762(*) .63153 .015 -3.8192 -.2760 
Business -.65986 .70147 .829 -2.6276 1.3079 
Level—UWL Science Arts .49616 .35630 .586 -.5033 1.4957 
Business 1.97307(*) .52565 .003 .4985 3.4476 
Others 3.45606(*) .76918 .000 1.2984 5.6138 
Arts Science -.49616 .35630 .586 -1.4957 .5033 
Business 1.47691 .56887 .082 -.1189 3.0727 
Others 2.95990(*) .79934 .004 .7176 5.2022 
Business Science -1.97307(*) .52565 .003 -3.4476 -.4985 
Arts -1.47691 .56887 .082 -3.0727 .1189 
Others 1.48299 .88786 .426 -1.0077 3.9736 
Others Science -3.45606(*) .76918 .000 -5.6138 -1.2984 
Arts -2.95990(*) .79934 .004 -5.2022 -.7176 
Business -1.48299 .88786 .426 -3.9736 1.0077 
LevelJOOOO Science Ans .49172(*) ,13211 .003 .1211 .8623 
Business .68076(*) .19491 .007 .1340 1.2275 
Others .61954 .28521 .195 -.1805 1.4196 
Alts Science -.49172(*) .13211 .003 -.8623 -.1211 
Business .18904 .21094 .849 -.4027 .7808 
Others .12782 .29639 .980 -.7036 .9593 
Business Science -.68076(*) .19491 .007 -1.2275 -.1340 
Arts -.18904 .21094 .849 -.7808 .4027 
Others -.06122 .32922 .998 -.9848 .8623 
Others Science -.61954 .28521 .195 -1.4196 .1805 
Arts -.12782 .29639 .980 -.9593 .7036 
Business .06122 .32922 .998 -.8623 .9848 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Appendix F. Table 18 
Table 18 
Results of Post-hoc Test Comparing the Scores of Students Achieving Different 
English Grades in the HKCEE. 
Dependent Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
Variable (I) En8_grade (J) Eng_grade Difference ( H ) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Ixvel_2000 U F -2.70370 1.37188 .692 -7.5933 2.1859 
E -4.15860 1.27058 .100 -8.6871 .3699 
D -7.35849(*) 1.26411 .000 -11.8639 -2.8530 
C -8.89007(*) 1.27990 .000 -13.4518 -4.3283 
B -8.61494(*) 1.30351 .000 -13.2609 -3.9690 
A -11.39744(*) 1.37666 .000 -16.3041 -6.4908 
F u 2.70370 1.37188 .692 -2.1859 7.5933 
E -1.45490 .64552 .534 -3.7556 .8458 
D -4.65479(*) .63269 .000 -6.9098 -2.3998 
C -6.18637(*) .66369 .000 -8.5518 -3.8209 
B -5.91124(*) .70816 .000 -8.4352 -3.3873 
A -8.69373(*) .83519 .000 -11.6705 -5.7170 
E u 4.15860 1.27058 .100 -.3699 8.6871 
F 1.45490 .64552 .534 -.8458 3.7556 
D -3.19989(*) .36417 .000 -4.4978 -1.9019 
C -4.73147(*) .41569 .000 -6.2130 -3,2499 
B -4.45634(*) .48353 .000 -6.1797 -2.7330 
A -7.23883(*) .65564 .000 -9.5756 -4.9020 
I) u 7.35849(*) 1.26411 .000 2.8530 11.8639 
F 4.65479(*) .63269 .000 2.3998 6.9098 
E 3.]9989(*) .36417 .000 1.9019 4.4978 
C -1.53158(*) .39547 .022 -2.9411 -.1221 
B -1.25645 .46627 .299 -2.9183 .4054 
A -4.03895(*) .64301 .000 -6.3307 -1.7472 
C u 8.89007(*) 1.27990 .000 4.3283 13.4518 
F 6.18637(*) .66369 .000 3.8209 8.5518 
E 4.73147(*) .41569 .000 3.2499 6.2130 
D 1.53158(*) .39547 .022 .1221 2.9411 
B .27513 .50753 1.000 -1.5338 2.0840 
A -2.50736(*) .67353 .033 -4.9079 -.1068 
B U 8.6�494(*) 1.30351 .000 3.9690 13.2609 
F 5.91124(*) .70816 .000 3.3873 8.4352 
E 4.45634(*) .48353 .000 2.7330 6.1797 
D 1.25645 .46627 .299 -.4054 2.9183 
C -.27513 .50753 1.000 -2.0840 1.5338 
A -2.78249(*) .71739 .021 -5.3394 -.2256 
A U 11.39744^) 1.37666 .000 6.4908 16.3041 
F 8.69373(*) .83519 .000 5.7170 11.6705 
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E 7.23883(*) .65564 .000 4.9020 9.5756 
D 4.03895(*) .6430] .000 1.7472 6.3307 
C 2.50736(*) .67353 .033 .1068 4.9079 
B 
2.78249(*) .71739 .021 .2256 5.3394 
Level_3000 U F -1.14815 1.10405 .982 -5.0831 2.7868 
E -2.12097 1.02252 .636 -5.7654 1.5235 
D -4.52201(*) 1.01732 .003 -8.1479 -.8962 
C -5.39362(*) 1.03003 .000 -9.0648 -1.7225 
B -5.79310(*) 1.04903 .000 -9.5320 -2.0542 
A -9.65385(*) 1.10790 .000 -13.6026 -5.7051 
F U 1.14815 1.10405 .982 -2.7868 5.0831 
E -.97282 .51950 .743 -2.8244 .8787 
D -3.37386(*) .50917 .000 -5.1886 -1.5591 
C -4.24547(*) .53412 .000 -6.1491 -2.3418 
B -4.64496(*) .56990 .000 -6.6762 -2.6137 
A -8.50570(*) .67214 .000 -10.9013 -6.1101 
E U 2.12097 1.02252 .636 -1.5235 5.7654 
F .97282 .51950 .743 -.8787 2.8244 
D -2.40丨04(*) .29307 .000 -3.4456 -1.3565 
C -3.27265(*) .33453 .000 -4.4650 -2.0803 
B -3.67214(*) .38913 .000 -5.0591 -2.2852 
A -7.53288(*) .52764 .000 -9.4135 -5.6523 
D U 4.52201 (*) 1.01732 .003 .8962 8.1479 
F 3.37386(*) .50917 .000 1.5591 5.1886 
E 2.40104(*) .29307 .000 1.3565 3.4456 
C -.87160 .31826 .279 -2.0059 .2627 
B -1.27109 .37524 .077 -2.6085 .0663 
A -5.13183(*) .51747 .000 -6.9762 -3.2875 
C U 5.39362(*) 1.03003 .000 1.7225 9.0648 
F 4.24547(*) .53412 .000 2.3418 6.1491 
E 3.27265(*) .33453 .000 2.0803 4.4650 
D .87160 .31826 .279 -.2627 2.0059 
B -.39949 .40844 .987 -1.8552 1.0563 
A -4.26023(*) .54204 .000 -6.1921 -2.3283 
B U 5.79310(*) 1.04903 .000 2.0542 9.5320 
F 4.644%(*) .56990 .000 2.6137 6.6762 
E 3.67214(*) .38913 .000 2.2852 5.0591 
D 1.27109 .37524 .077 -.0663 2.6085 
C .39949 .40844 .987 -1.0563 1.8552 
A -3.86074(*) .57733 .000 -5.9184 -1.8030 
A U 9.65385(*) 1.10790 .000 5.7051 13.6026 
F 8.50570(*) .67214 .000 6.1101 10.9013 
1 4 0 
E 7.53288(*) .52764 .000 5.6523 9.4135 
D 5.13183(*) .51747 .000 3.2875 6.9762 
C 4.26023(*) .54204 .000 2.3283 6.1921 
B 3.86074(*) .57733 ^ 1.8030 5.9184 
LevcLSOOO U F -1.64815 1.07170 .883 -5.4678 2.1715 
E -1.78763 .99256 .777 -5.3253 1.7500 
D -3.35535 .98751 .075 -6.8750 .1643 
C -4.23050(*) .99984 .007 -7.794] -.6669 
B -4.23563(*) 1.01829 .009 -7.8650 -.6063 
A -7.32051(*) 1.07544 .000 -11.1535 -3.4875 
F U 1.64815 1.07170 .883 -2.1715 5.4678 
E -.13949 .50428 1.000 -1.9368 1.6578 
D -1.70720 .49425 .066 -3.4688 .0544 
C -2.58235(*) .51846 .000 -4.4302 -.7345 
B -2.58748(*) .55320 .001 -4.5592 -.6158 
A -5.67236(*) .65244 .000 -7.9978 -3.3470 
E U 1.78763 .99256 .777 -1.7500 5.3253 
F .13949 .50428 1.000 -1.6578 1.9368 
D -1.56771(*) .28448 .000 -2.5816 -.5538 
C -2.44286(*) .32473 .000 -3.6003 -1.2855 
B -2.44800(*) .37773 .000 -3.7943 -1.1017 
A -5.53288(*) .51218 .000 -7.3584 -3.7074 
D U 3.35535 .98751 .075 -.1643 6.8750 
F 1.70720 .49425 .066 -.0544 3.4688 
E 1.56771(*) .28448 .000 .5538 2.5816 
C -.87515 .30894 .239 -1.9762 .2259 
B -.88029 .36424 .443 -2.1785 .4179 
A -3.96517(*) .50231 .000 -5.7555 -2.1749 
C U 4.23050(*) .99984 .007 .6669 7.7941 
F 2.58235(*) .51846 .000 .7345 4.4302 
E 2.44286(*) .32473 .000 1.2855 3.6003 
D .87515 .30894 .239 -.2259 1.9762 
B -.00514 .39648 1.000 -1.4182 1.4080 
A -3.09002(*) .52615 .000 -4.9653 -1.2147 
B U 4.23563(*) 1.01829 .009 .6063 7.8650 
F 2.58748(*) .55320 .001 .6158 4.5592 
E 2.44800(*) .37773 .000 1.1017 3,7943 
D .88029 .36424 .443 -.4179 2.1785 
C .00514 .39648 1.000 -1.4080 1.4182 
A -3.08488(*) .56042 .000 -5.0823 -1.0875 
A U 7.32051(*) 1.07544 .000 3.4875 11.1535 
F 5.67236(*) .65244 .000 3.3470 7.9978 
E 5.53288(*) .51218 .000 3.7074 7.3584 
1 4 1 
D 3.96517(*) .50231 .000 2.1749 5.7555 
C 3.09002(*) .52615 .000 1.2147 4.9653 
B 3.08488(*) .000 1.0875 5.0823 
Lcvel_UWL U F -.90741 1.24650 .997 -5.3501 3.5353 
E -1.72581 1.15446 .896 -5.8405 2.3888 
D -4.92138(*) �.14858 .006 -9.0151 -.8277 
C -6.17021(*) 1.16293 .000 -10.3151 -2.0254 
B -5.68966(*) 1.18438 .001 -9.9)10 -1,4683 
A -9.03846(*) 1.25085 .000 -13.4967 -4.5803 
F U .90741 1.24650 .997 -3.5353 5.3501 
E -.81840 .58653 .924 -2.9089 1.2721 
D -4.01398(*) .57487 .000 -6.0629 -1.9651 
C -5.26281 (*) .60303 .000 -7.4121 -3.1135 
B -4.78225(*) .64344 .000 -7.0755 -2.4889 
A -8.13105(*) .75886 .000 -10.8357 -5.4264 
E U 1.72581 1.15446 .896 -2.3888 5.8405 
F .81840 .58653 .924 -1.2721 2.9089 
D -3.19558(*) .33088 .000 -4.3749 -2.0163 
C -4.44441 (*) .37770 .000 -5.7906 -3.0982 
B -3.96385(*) .43934 .000 -5.5297 -2.3980 
A -7.31266(*) .59572 .000 -9.4359 -5.1894 
D U 4.92138(*) 1.14858 .006 .8277 9.0151 
F 4.01398(*) .57487 .000 1.9651 6.0629 
E 3.19558(*) .33088 .000 2.0163 4.3749 
C -1.24883 .35933 .062 -2.5295 .0319 
B -.76827 .42365 .772 -2.2782 .7417 
A -4.11708(*) .58424 .000 -6.1994 -2.0348 
C U 6.]7021(*) 1.16293 .000 2.0254 10.3151 
F 5.26281 (*) .60303 .000 3.1135 7.4121 
E 4.4444 !(*) .37770 .000 3.0982 5.7906 
D 1.24883 .35933 .062 -.0319 2.5295 
B .48056 .46114 .982 -1.1630 2.1241 
A -2.86825(*) .61197 .001 -5.0494 -.6871 
B U 5.68966(*) 1.18438 .001 1.4683 9.9110 
F 4.78225(*) .64344 .000 2.4889 7.0755 
E 3.96385(*) .43934 .000 2.3980 5.5297 
D .76827 .42365 .772 -.7417 2.2782 
C -.48056 .46114 .982 -2.1241 1.1630 
A -3.34881(*) .65183 .000 -5.6720 -1.0256 
A U 9.03846(*) 1.25085 .000 4.5803 13.4967 
F 8.13105(*) .75886 .000 5.4264 10.8357 
E 7.31266(*) .59572 .000 5.1894 9.4359 
D 4.11708(*) .58424 .000 2.0348 6.1994 
1 4 2 
C 2.86825(*) .61197 .001 .6871 5.0494 
B 3.34881 (*) .65183 .000 1.0256 5.6720 
LevelJOOOO U F -.03704 .48196 1.000 -1.7548 1.6807 
E -.26613 .44637 .999 -1.8570 1.3248 
D -.68553 .44409 .881 -2.2684 .8973 
C -1.12766 .44964 .393 -2.7303 .4749 
B -1.13793 .45794 .405 -2.7701 .4942 
A -3.50000(*) .48364 .000 -5.2238 -1.7762 
F U .03704 .48196 1.000 -1.6807 1.7548 
E -.22909 .22678 .985 -1.0374 .5792 
D -.64850 .22227 .205 -1.4407 .1437 
C -1.09062(*) .23316 .001 -1.9216 -.2596 
B -1.10089(*) .24878 .004 -1.9876 -.2142 
A -3.46296(*) .29341 .000 -4.5087 -2.4172 
E u .26613 .44637 .999 -1.3248 1.8570 
F .22909 .22678 .985 -.5792 1.0374 
D -.41941 .12794 .099 -.8754 .0366 
C -.86153(*) .14604 .000 -1.3820 -.3410 
B -mm*) .16987 .000 -1.4772 -.2664 
A -3233m*) .23033 .000 -4.0548 -2.4129 
D U .68553 .44409 .881 -.8973 2.2684 
p .64850 .22227 .205 -.1437 1.4407 
E .41941 .12794 .099 -.0366 .8754 
C -.44212 .13893 .122 -.9373 .0531 
B -.45240 .16380 .269 -1.0362 .1314 
A -2.81447(*) .22590 .000 -3.6196 -2.0093 
C u 1.12766 .44964 .393 -.4749 2.7303 
F 1.09062(*) .23316 .001 .2596 1.9216 
E .86153(*) .14604 .000 .3410 1.3820 
D .44212 .13893 .122 -.0531 .9373 
R -.01027 .17830 1.000 -.6458 .6252 
A -2.37234(*) .23662 .000 -3.2157 -1.5290 
B U 1.13793 .45794 .405 -.4942 2.7701 
p �.10089(*) .24878 .004 .2142 1.9876 
E .87180(*) .16987 .000 .2664 1.4772 
D .45240 .16380 .269 -.1314 1.0362 
C .01027 .17830 1.000 -.6252 .6458 
A -2.36207(*) .25203 .000 -3.2603 -1.4638 
A U 3.50000(*) .48364 .000 1.7762 5.2238 
F 3.46296(*) .29341 .000 2.4172 4.5087 
E 3.23387(*) .23033 .000 2.4129 4.0548 
D 2.81447(*) .22590 .000 2.0093 3.6196 
C 2.37234(*) .23662 .000 1.5290 3.2157 
B 2.36207(*) .25203 .000 1.4638 3.2603 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Appendix G: Table 27 
Table 27. 
Results of Post-hoc Tests Comparing the Mean Scores of Students in Different 
Groups Using Different Combinations of Medium of Instruction in Junior Forms 
and Senior Forms. 
Mean 
Dependent Difference 95% Confidence Interval 
Variable (I) Sl_5_Spoken (J) Sl_5_Spoken (I-J) Sid. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper bound 
T Pvel 2000 F 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English,F.4-5 Mix 
ixvei_/uuu r . -.01506 1.00246 1.000 -3.7925 3.7624 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
1.72647 .50829 .120 -.1889 3.6418 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and , 
2.31575(*) .42585 .000 .7111 3.9204 
English 
F. I - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
3.73494 2.38555 .930 -5.2542 12.7240 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese,F.4-5 ^ 
2.50161 .90416 .366 -.9054 5.9086 
English 
R 1 - 3 ChineseF.4- 5 Mix ^ 
3.50460(*) .44058 .000 1.8444 5.1648 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 6.]3879(*) .53294 .000 4.1306 8.1470 
F. 1 - 3Engl i sh ,F .4 -5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -01506 1.00246 1.000 -3.7624 3.7925 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and ^ , 
1.74153 1.06198 .912 -2.2602 5.7432 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
2.33081 1.02508 .639 -1.5318 6.1934 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
3.75000 2.56131 .951 -5.9014 13.4014 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 ^ 
2.51667 1.29882 .807 -2.3775 7.4108 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
3.51966 1.03128 .116 -.3664 7.4057 
of Chinese and English 
1 4 4 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 6.15385(*) 1.07399 .000 2.1069 10.2008 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English, F . 4 - 5 -1.72647 .50829 .120 -3.6418 .1889 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Engl i sh ,F .4-5 Mix 
-1.74153 1.06198 .912 -5.7432 2.2602 
of Qiinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.58928 .55155 .992 -1.4891 2.6676 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
2.00847 2.41117 .998 -7.0771 11.0941 
English R 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3Chinese ’F .4 -5 
.77514 .96972 .999 -2.8789 4.4292 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
1.77814 .56301 .193 -.3434 3.8996 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 4.41232(*) .63788 .000 2.0087 6.8159 
F . l - 5 M i x o f C h i n e . F . l - 5 E n _ .2.31575(*) .42585 .000 -3.9204 -.7111 
and English 
R l - 3 E n g l i s h , R 4 - 5 M i x 之 麗 丨 , 0 2 5 0 8 .639 -6.1934 1.5318 
of Qiinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and … ^ , , � 
-.58928 .55155 .992 -2.6676 1.4891 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and ！.々 !则 2.39514 1.000 -7.6060 10.4444 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e . F . 4 - 5 一 ， , , , ) , 。 。 ， 
.18586 .92916 1.000 -3.3154 3.6871 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 彳 � ^ ^ ^ 
1.18885 .48986 .553 -.6570 3.0347 
of Chinese and English 
R l - 5 Chinese 3.82304(*) .57434 .000 1-6588 5.9873 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English F. 4 - 5 -3.73494 2.38555 .930 -12.7240 5.2542 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 English, F . 4 - 5 Mix � ^ , 
-3.75000 2.56131 .951 -13.4014 5.9014 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-2.00847 2.41117 .998 -11.0941 7.0771 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and -1.41919 2.39514 1.000 -10.4444 7.6060 
1 4 5 
m^mm^ —— 
English 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e ’ F . 4 - 5 
-1.23333 2.52445 1.000 -10.7458 8.2792 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.23034 2.39781 1.000 -9.2656 8.8049 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.40385 2.41648 .995 -6.7018 11.5095 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese，F.4- F. 1 - 5 English ,、八广, 
-2.50161 .90416 .366 -5.9086 .9054 
5 English 
F. 1 -3Eng l i sh，F .4-5 Mix � 
-2.51667 1.29882 .807 -7.4108 2.3775 
of Qiinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and ^ 
-.77514 .96972 .999 -4.4292 2.8789 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.18586 .92916 1.000 -3.6871 3.3154 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and � ^ � � … • ^ … � 
1.23333 2.52445 1.000 -8.2792 10.7458 
E n g l i s h R 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. l - 3 C h m e s e F . 4 - 5 Mix • 迎 . 9 殖 舰 . 2 . 5 2 4 0 4.5300 
of Chinese and English 
F. ] - 5 Chinese 3.63718 .98286 .059 -.0664 7.3408 
； F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e R 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and - 3 . 5 _ ( * ) .44058 .000 -5,1648 -1.8444 
English 
: F . I - 3 E n g ] i s h , F . 4 - 5 M i x 脳 丨 搬 卩 - 7 . 4 0 5 7 .3664 
of Chinese and English 
； F . l - 3 M a o f C h i n e s e a n d 5 删 . 3 4 3 4 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and …。， … om^i 口 ^rnn 
-1.18885 .48986 .553 -3.0347 .6570 
‘ English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 一 � � … n 
.23034 2.39781 1.000 -8.8049 9.2656 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
‘ F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 , … n � < 训 
-1.00300 .93601 .992 -4.5300 2.5240 
English 
‘ F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 2.63418(*) .58535 .006 .4285 4.8399 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese F. 1 - 5 English -6.13879(*) .53294 .000 -8.1470 -4.1.306 
‘ F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix � o 
‘ -6.]5385(*) 1.07399 .000 -10.2008 -2.10的 
of Chinese and English 
> 
1 4 6 
f 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-4.41232(*) .63788 .000 -6.8159 -2.0087 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-3.82304(*) .57434 .000 -5.9873 -1.6588 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-2.40385 2.41648 .995 -11.5095 6.7018 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3Chinese，R4-5 
-3.63718 .98286 .059 -7.3408 .0664 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-2.63418(*) .58535 .006 -4.8399 -.4285 
of Chinese and English 
Ixvel—3000 F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix 
1.45783 .83201 .878 -1.6773 4.5930 
of Chinese and English 
F. ] - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
1.19512 .42187 .333 -.3945 2.7848 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
‘ 1.87702(*) .35344 .000 .5452 3.2088 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
4.45783 1.97992 .652 -3.0028 11.9185 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 
2.09116 .75042 .356 -.7365 4.9188 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
3.35109(*) .36567 .000 1.9732 4.7290 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 4.30399(*) .44232 .000 2.6373 5.9707 
F. 1 - 3 Eng l i sh ,F .4 -5 F. 1 - 5English 
Mix of Chinese and -1.45783 .83201 .878 -4.5930 1.6773 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.26271 .88140 1.000 -3.5840 3.0585 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.41919 .85078 1.000 -2.7867 3.6250 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
3.00000 2.12579 .960 -5.0103 11.0103 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese，F.4-5 
.63333 1.07797 1.000 -3.4286 4.6953 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
1.89326 .85593 .673 -1.3320 5.1185 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.84615 .89138 .181 -.5127 6.2050 
1 4 7 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English, F. 4 - 5 -1.19512 .42187 .333 -2.7848 .3945 
English 
F. 1 - 3Eng l i sh ,F .4 -5Mix 
.26271 .88140 1.000 -3.0585 3.5840 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.68190 .45777 .946 -1.0430 2.4068 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
3.26271 2.00118 .914 -4.2780 10.8035 
Eng l i shF .4 -5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese ,F .4-5 
.89605 .80484 .990 -2.1367 3.9288 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 他 
2.15597(*) .46728 .004 .3952 3.9167 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 a i n e s e 3.10887(*) .52942 .000 1.1140 5.1038 
F . l - 5 M i x of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 丄 台 ？ ？ 卩 之 ⑴ . 3 5 3 4 4 .000 -3.2088 -.5452 
and English 
r U - 3 Engl i sh ,F .4-5 M u . 彳 丨 则 . 護 ^ , 0 0 0 -3.6250 2.7867 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and … � 
-.68190 .45777 .946 -2.4068 1.0430 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 震 1 1.98788 .975 -4.9098 10.0714 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. l -3a . inese ,R4-5 ^1414 .77117 1.000 -2.6917 3.1200 
English 
F 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
1.47407 .40656 .071 -.0579 3.0061 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.42696(*) .47669 .001 .6307 4.2232 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
andEnglish F .4 - 5 -4.45783 1.97992 .652 -11.9185 3.0028 
Chinese 
F . l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 M i x 糊 腳 2.12579 .960 -11.0103 5.0103 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and „ 
-3.26271 2.00118 .914 -10.8035 4.2780 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 八八 
-2.58081 1.98788 .975 -10.0714 4.9098 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 _ 
-2.36667 2.09521 .989 -10.2617 5.5284 
English 
1 4 8 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-1.10674 1.99009 1.000 -8.6057 6.3922 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese -.15385 2.00559 1.000 -7.7112 7.4035 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F . 4 - F. 1 - 5 English ^ _ 
-2.09116 .75042 .356 -4.9188 .7365 
5 English 
F. 1 - 3 Engl ish .F .4-5 Mix 
-.63333 1.07797 1.000 -4.6953 3.4286 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.89605 .80484 .990 -3.9288 2.1367 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.21414 .77117 1.000 -3.1200 2.6917 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
2.36667 2.09521 .989 -5.5284 10.2617 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
1.25993 .77685 .916 -1.6674 4.1872 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.21282 .81574 .394 -.8610 5.2867 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -3.35109(*) .36567 .000 -4.7290 -1.9732 
English 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix 
-1.89326 .85593 .673 -5.1185 1.3320 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-2.15597(*) .46728 .004 -3.9167 -.3952 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-1.47407 .40656 .071 -3.0061 .0579 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
1.10674 1.99009 1.000 -6.3922 8.6057 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, R 4 - 5 
-1.25993 .77685 .916 -4.1872 1.6674 
English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .95290 -48582 .191 -.8777 2.7835 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese F. 1 - 5 English -4.30399(*) .44232 .000 -5.9707 -2.6373 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 M i x � ， 
-2.84615 .89138 .181 -6.2050 .5127 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-3.10887(*) .52942 .000 -5.1038 -1.1140 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
1 4 9 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-2.42696(*) .47669 .001 -4.2232 -.6307 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.15385 2.00559 1.000 -7.4035 7.7112 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. l - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 
-2.21282 .81574 .394 -5.2867 .8610 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.95290 .48582 .797 -2.7835 .8777 
of Chinese and English 
Ixvel 5000 F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix ^ _ 
- .88253 .74197 .985 -1.9133 3.6784 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
1.70033(*) .37621 .005 .2827 3.1180 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
1.90526(*) .31519 .000 .7176 3.0929 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
1.63253 1.76567 .997 -5.0208 8.2858 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 
1.89920 .66921 .330 -.6225 4.4209 
English 
F. 1 -3aiineseR4-5Mix 
2.38534(*) .32610 .000 1.1566 3.6141 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 3.72868(*) .39445 .000 2.2423 5.2150 
F. 1 - 3 English, F . 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -.88253 .74197 .985 -3.6784 1.9133 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.81780 .78602 .993 -2.1441 3.7796 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. ] - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
1.02273 .75871 .969 -1.8362 3.8817 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.75000 丨.89575 1.000 -6.3935 7.8935 
EnglishF, 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 
1.01667 .96132 .993 -2.6057 4.6391 
English ‘ 
R 1 - 3 C h i n e s e R 4 - 5 M i x 
1.50281 .76331 .793 -1.3734 4.3791 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.84^15 .79492 .079 -.1492 5.8415 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English, F . 4 - 5 -1.70033(*) .37621 .005 -3.1180 -.2827 
English 
1 5 0 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.81780 .78602 .993 -3.7796 2.1441 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.20493 .40823 1.000 -1.3333 1.7432 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.06780 1.78463 1.000 -6.7925 6.6569 
English R 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese ,F .4-5 
.19887 .71774 1.000 -2.5057 2.9034 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.68501 .41671 .911 -.8852 2.2552 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.02836(*) .47213 .011 .2493 3.8074 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English , 
-1.90526(*) .31519 .000 -3.0929 -.7176 
and English 
F. ] - 3Eng l i sh ,F .4 -5Mix 
-1.02273 .75871 .969 -3.8817 1.8362 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.20493 .40823 1.000 -1.7432 1.3333 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.27273 1.77277 1.000 -6.9528 6.4073 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese ,F .4-5 
-.00606 .68772 1.000 -2.5975 2.5854 
English 
F. 1 - S Q i i n e s e F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.48008 .36257 .972 -.8861 1.8463 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.82343(*) .42510 .01] .2216 3.4253 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
andEnglish F . 4 - 5 -1.63253 1.76567 .997 -8.2858 5.0208 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 English, F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.75000 1.89575 1.000 -7.8935 6.3935 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.06780 1.78463 1.000 -6.6569 6.7925 
English, F, 4 - 5 English • 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.27273 1.77277 1.000 -6.4073 6.9528 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 
.26667 1.86847 1.000 -6.7740 7.3073 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.75281 1.77474 1.000 -5.9347 7.4403 
of Chinese and English 
1 5 1 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.09615 1.78856 .986 -4.6434 8.8357 
F. I - 3 Chinese, F . 4 - F. I - 5 English 
-1.89920 .66921 .330 -4.4209 .6225 
5 English 
F. l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 M i x 
-1.01667 .96132 .993 -4.6391 2.6057 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.19887 .71774 1.000 -2.9034 2.5057 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. ] - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.00606 .68772 1.000 -2.5854 2.5975 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.26667 1.86847 1.000 -7.3073 6.7740 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.48614 .69279 .999 -2.1244 3.0967 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 1.82949 .72747 .503 -.9117 4.5707 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -2.38534(*) .32610 .000 -3.6141 -1.1566 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Engl ish ,F .4-5 Mix 
-1.50281 .7633] .793 -4.3791 1.3734 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and ^ 
-.68501 .41671 .911 -2.2552 .8852 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.48008 .36257 .972 -1.8463 .8861 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.75281 1.77474 1.000 -7.4403 5.9347 
English R 4 - 5 Chinese 
F . l - 3 C h i n e s e , R 4 - 5 概 � 彳 衝 9 .999 -3.0967 2.1244 
English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.34334 .43325 .214 -.2892 2.9759 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese F. 1 - 5 English -3.72868(*) .39445 .000 -5.2150 -2.2423 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix ^ 
-2.84615 .79492 .079 -5.8415 .1492 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and ^ � 
-2.02836(*) .47213 .011 -3.8074 -.2493 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-1.82343(*) .42510 .011 -3.4253 -.2216 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and _ ’ � � _ 
-2.09615 1.78856 .986 -8.8357 4.6434 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 -1.82949 .72747 .503 -4.5707 .9117 
1 5 2 
English 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e F . 4 - 5 M i x 
-1.34334 .43325 .214 -2.9759 .2892 
of Chinese and English 
U v e l UWL F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
- 1.35141 .89215 .941 -2.0103 4.7131 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
2.18756(*) .45236 .002 .4830 3.8921 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
2.27060(*) .37899 .000 .8425 3.6987 
English 
F. ] - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
3.01807 2.12303 .958 -4.9818 11.0180 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 “ , 
2.08474 .80466 .461 -.9473 5.1168 
English 
F � - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix � � 八 … 
3.95066(*) .39210 .000 2.4732 5.4281 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 5.67192(*) .47429 .000 3.8847 7.4591 
F. ] - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -】！]41 .89215 .941 -4.7131 2.0103 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 一 ^ 
.83616 .94511 .998 -2.7252 4.3975 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
.91919 .91227 .995 -2.5184 4.3568 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and � … 广 ^^^ , ^^^ 
1.66667 2.27945 .999 -6.9226 10.2559 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F . l - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 細 3 � 谓 9 ！ 彻 . 3 . 6 2 2 2 5.0889 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix ^ „ � , 
2.59925 .91780 .333 -.8591 6.0576 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 4.32051(*) .95580 .005 .7189 7.9221 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English,?. 4 - 5 -2.]8756(*) -45236 .002 -3.8921 -.4830 
English 
F . l - 3 E n , l i s h , F . 4 - 5 M i x . ^ 腿 細 頻 _ 4 .郷 2.7252 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.08303 .49086 1.000 -1.7666 1.9327 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese aiid .83051 2.14583 1.000 -7.2553 8.9163 
1 5 3 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F . 4 - 5 
-.10282 .86301 1.000 -3.3548 3.1491 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
1.76309 .50105 .091 -.1249 3.6511 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 3.48435(*) .56768 .000 1.3453 5.6235 
R � - 5 Mix of Chinese R � - 5 English 
-2.27060(*) .37899 .000 -3.6987 -.8425 
and English 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.91919 .91227 .995 -4.3568 2.5184 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.08303 .49086 1.000 -1.9327 1.7666 
E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.74747 2.13157 1.000 -7.2846 8.7795 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F . 4 - 5 
-.18586 .82691 1.000 -3.3018 2.9301 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
1.68006(*) .43595 .040 .0373 3.3228 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 3.40132^) .51114 .000 1.4753 5.3274 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. I - 5 English 
and English R 4 - 5 -3.01807 2.12303 .958 -11.0180 4.9818 
Chinese 
F. 1 -BEnglish, F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-1.66667 2.27945 .999 -10.2559 6.9226 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.8305 丨 2.14583 l.OOO -8.9163 7.2553 
English, F . 4 - 5 English ‘‘ 
R l - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.74747 2.13157 1.000 -8.7795 7.2846 
English 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 
-.93333 2.24665 1.000 -9.3990 7.5323 
English ‘ 
F. 1 - S Q i i n e s e F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.93258 2.13394 1.000 -7.1084 8.9736 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.65385 2.15056 .981 -5.4498 10.7575 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e , P . 4 - F. 1 - 5 English 
-2.08474 .80466 .461 -5.1168 .9473 
5 English 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.73333 1.15589 1.000 -5.0889 3.6222 
of Chinese and English 
1 5 4 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.10282 .86301 1.000 -3.1491 3.3548 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. ] - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.18586 .82691 1.000 -2.9301 3.3018 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.93333 2.24665 1.000 -7.5323 9.3990 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
1.86592 .83300 .658 -1.2730 5.0048 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 3.58718(*) .87470 .020 .2912 6.8832 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -3.95066(*) .39210 .000 -5.4281 -2.4732 
English 
F. 1 -3Eng] i sh ,F .4 -5 Mix 
-2.59925 .91780 .333 -6.0576 .8591 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-1.76309 .50105 .091 -3.6511 .1249 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-].68006(*) .43595 .040 -3.3228 -.0373 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.93258 2.13394 1.000 -8.9736 7.1084 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F . 4 - 5 
-1.86592 .83300 .658 -5.0048 1.2730 
English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.72126 .52094 .145 -.2417 3.6842 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese R l - 5 E n g l i s h -5.67192(*) .47429 .000 -7.4591 -3.8847 
F. l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-4.3205) (*) .95580 .005 -7.922] -.7189 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-3.48435(*) .56768 .000 -5.6235 -1 3453 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-3.40132(*) .51114 .000 -5.3274 -1.4753 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-2.65385 2.15056 .981 -10.7575 5 4498 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3Chinese ,F .4-5 
-3.58718P) .87470 .020 -6.8832 -.2912 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese R 4 - 5 Mix 
-1.72126 .52094 .145 -3.6842 .2417 
of Chinese and English 
LevclJOOOO F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English, R 4 - 5 Mix .21185 .36802 Loooj -1.1749 1.5986 
1 5 5 
of Chinese and English 
F. I - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.41382 .18660 .670 -.2893 1.1170 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
.52750 .15634 .126 -.0616 1.1166 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.79518 .87578 .997 -2.5049 4.0953 
E n g l i s h F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 - 5 
.69518 .33193 .734 -.5556 1.9459 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix , 
.93563(*) .16175 .000 .3262 1.5451 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.14133(*) .19565 .000 .4041 1.8786 
F. 1 - 3 English, F . 4 - 5 F. 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -.21185 .36802 1.000 -1.5986 1.1749 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.20198 .38987 1.000 -1.2671 1.6711 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F, I - 5 Mix of Chinese and ^ ��� 
.31566 .37633 .998 -1.1024 1.7337 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.58333 .94030 1.000 -2.9599 4.1265 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e ’ F . 4 - 5 
.48333 .47682 .994 -1.3134 2.2801 
English 
F. I - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.72378 .37860 .818 -.7029 2.1504 
of Qiinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .92949 .39428 .593 -.5562 2.4152 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese R 1 - 5 English 
andEnglish,F.4-5 --41382 .18660 .670 -1.1170 .2893 
English 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix 
-.20198 .38987 1.000 -1.6711 1.2671 
of Chinese and English 
K J of Chinese and 
.11368 .20249 1.000 -.6493 ,8767 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.38136 .88519 1.000 -2.9541 3.7169 
English F. 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e ’ F . 4 - 5 
.28136 .35600 .999 -1.0601 1.6228 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix .52181 .20669 .498 -.2570 ] .3006 
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of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .72751 .23418 .212 -.1549 1.6099 
R 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
-.52750 .15634 .126 -1.1166 .0616 
and English 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , R 4 - 5 Mix 
-.31566 .37633 .998 -1.7337 1.1024 
of Chinese and English 
F. ] - 3 Mix of Chine.se and 
-.11368 .20249 1.000 -.8767 .6493 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
.26768 .87930 1.000 -3.0457 3.5810 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
R 1 - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 
.16768 .34111 1.000 -1.1177 1.4530 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.40813 .17984 .642 -.2695 1.0858 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .61383 .21085 .295 -.1807 1.4084 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese F. 1 - 5 English 
and English F . 4 - 5 -.79518 .87578 .997 -4.0953 2.5049 
Chinese 
R 1 - 3 English, R 4 - 5 Mix 
-.58333 .94030 1.000 -4.1265 2.9599 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.38136 .88519 1.000 -3.7169 2.9541 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.26768 .87930 1.000 -3.58] 0 3.0457 
English 
F. 1 - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 
-.10000 .92677 1.000 -3.5922 3.3922 
aiglish 
R 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
J4045 .88028 ].000 -3.1766 3.4575 
of Chinese and English 
F. ] - 5 Chinese .34615 .SS7M 1.000 -2.9967 3.6890 
F . ] - 3 C h i n e s e , F . 4 - R l - 5 E n g l i s h ..69518 .33193 .734 -1.9459 .5556 
5 English 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.48333 .47682 .994 -2.2801 1.3134 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.28136 .35600 .999 -1.6228 1.0601 
English, F. 4 - 5 English 
F. I - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.16768 .34111 1.000 -1.4530 1.1177 
English 
R 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and .10000 .92677 1.000 -3.3922 3.5922 
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English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. I - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 Mix 
.24045 .34363 .999 -1.0544 1.5353 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .44615 .36083 .981 -.9135 1.8058 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese F . 4 - 5 R 1 - 5 English 
Mix of Chinese and -.93563^) .16175 .000 -1.5451 -.3262 
English 
F. l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 Mix 
-.72378 .37860 .818 -2.1504 .7029 
of Chinese and English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.52181 .20669 .498 -1.3006 .2570 
English, R 4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.40813 .17984 .642 -1.0858 .2695 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.14045 .88028 1.000 -3.4575 3.1766 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
R ] - 3 a i n e s e , F . 4 - 5 ― � 彻 遍 ] _ 】 湖 , ^544 
English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .20570 .21489 .996 -.6040 1.0155 
F. ] - 5 Chinese F. 1 - 5 English -l.]4133(*) .19565 .000 -1.8786 -.4041 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 Mix 
-.92949 .39428 .593 -2.4152 .5562 
of Chinese and English 
F, 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.72751 .23418 .212 -1.6099 .1549 
English, F . 4 - 5 English 
F . � - 5 Mix of Chinese and 
-.61383 .21085 .295 -1.4084 .1807 
English 
F. 1 - 3 Mix of Chinese and 
-.346] 5 .887M ].000 -3.6890 2.9967 
English F . 4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese，F.4-5 
-.44615 .36083 .981 -1.8058 .9135 
English 
F . � - 3 Chinese F. 4 - 5 Mix 
-.20570 .2)489 .996 -1.0155 .6040 
of Chinese and English 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Annendix FT: Table 32 
Table 32 
Results of Post-hoc Test Comparing the Scores of Students Using Textbooks 
Written in Different Combinations of Languages in Junior Forms and Senior 
Forms in the Vocabulary Test 
Mean 
Dependent Difference 95% Confidence Interval 
Variable (I) Sl_5_Textbook (J) S]_5_Texlbook (W) Sid. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Ixvel 2000 F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 
- ^ 2.76752 2.23772 .676 -3.5098 9.0448 
Chinese 
F. 1 - SChineseiF.A-
S.K^WC^O .37398 .000 2.0554 4.1536 
5 English 
F. ] - 5 Chinese 5.63961 (*) .38393 .000 4.5626 6.7166 
F . l - 3 E _ h ， F . F. 1 - 5 English _ 碰 2.23772 .676 -9.0448 3.5098 
4 - 5 Chinese 
R 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
.33696 2.25474 .999 -5.9881 6.6620 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 187209 2.25641 .655 -3.4577 9.2018 
F . l - 3 C h h e s e，R R l - 5 E n g 她 了 . 賴 們 ^7398 細 4 .1536 -2.0554 
4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 
-.33696 2.25474 .999 -6.6620 5.9881 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 2.53514(*) .47316 .000 1.2078 3.8625 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese F. 1- 5 English -5.63961 (*) .38393 .000 -6.7166 -4.5626 
F. 1 - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 
-2.87209 2.25641 .655 -9.2018 3.4577 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, R 4 -
-2.535 U p ) .47316 .000 -3.8625 -1.2078 
5 English 
lxvc l_3000— F . ] - 5 E n _ F . 1 - 3 M s h ’ F . 4 - 5 畑 丨 恥 丨 卩 翻 . 脱 _ � . 倾 ^ 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese，F. 4 -
1謝 0 7 (勺 .30258 .000 2.0453 3.7429 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese 4.55333(*) .31063 .000 3.6819 5.4247 
F. l-5EneHsh - 湖 恥 丨 卩 画 篇 - 8 . 6 9 0 3 1.4674 
4 - 5 Chinese 
F. l-3 C h i n e s e，R 4- -.71739 1.82426 .985 -5.8348 4.4001 
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5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese .94186 1.82561 .966 -4.1794 6.0631 
F. l - 3 C h i n e s e , F . F. 1-5English 
-2.89407(*) .30258 .000 -3.7429 -2.0453 
4 - 5 English 
F. l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 
.71739 1.82426 .985 -4.4001 5.8348 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.65925(*) .38282 .000 .5853 2.7332 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese F. 1 -5 English -4.55333(*) .31063 .000 -5.4247 -3.6819 
F. 1 - 3 Eng l i sh ,F .4 -5 
-.94186 1.82561 .966 -6.0631 4.1794 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
-1.65925(*) .38282 .000 -2.7332 -.5853 
5 English 
Ixvcl 5000 F. 1 - 5 English F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 
- 3.58280 1.72503 .231 -1.2563 8.4219 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
2.03932(*) .28829 .000 1.2306 2.8481 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 3.15257(*) .29597 .000 2.3223 3.9828 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. F. 1- 5 English 
-3.58280 1.72503 .231 -8.4219 1.2563 
4 - 5 Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese’ F. 4 -
-1.54348 1.73815 .852 -6.4194 3.3324 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese -.43023 1.73944 .996 -5.3098 4.4493 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese，F. F. 1 -5 English ^ ^ 
-2.03932(*) .28829 .000 -2.8481 -1.2306 
4 - 5 English 
F. l - 3 E n g l i s h , F . 4 - 5 
1.54348 1.73815 .852 -3.3324 6.4194 
Chinese 
F. ] - 5 Qiinese 1.11325(*) .36475 .026 .0900 2.1365 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese F. I- 5 English -3.15257(*) .29597 .000 -3.9828 -2.3223 
F. 1 -3English, F . 4 - 5 
.43023 1.73944 .996 -4.4493 5.3098 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
-1.11325(*) .36475 .026 -2.1365 -.0900 
5 English 
T^cLUWL R l - 5 E n g H s h F - 1 " 3 W i s h , F. 4 - 5 ; ] 圓 2 . 0腿 .070 -.2880 ^ ^ 
Chinese 
R 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
3.09769(*) .33705 .000 2.1522 4.0432 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 5.09036(*) . .34602 .000 4.1197 6.0610 
F. ] - 3 E n g ] i s h , F . F. 1-5English -5.36943 2.01674 .070 -11.0268 .2880 
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4 - 5 Chinese 
F. I - 3 Chinese, F . 4 -
-2.27174 2.03208 .74] -7.9722 3.4287 
5 English 
F. l -5Chinese -.27907 2.03359 .999 -5.9837 5.4256 
R ] - 3 Chinese, F. F. 1- 5 English 
-3.09769(*) .33705 .000 -4.0432 -2.1599 
4 - 5 English 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. 4 - 5 
2.27174 2.03208 .74] -3.4287 7 9722 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.99267(*) .42643 .000 .7964 3.1889 
F. ] - 5 Chinese F. 1-5 English -5.09036(*) .34602 .000 -6.0610 -4.1197 
F. 1 - 3 E n g ] i s h , R 4 - 5 
.27907 2.03359 .999 -5.4256 5 9837 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
-1-99267(*) .42643 .000 -3.1889 -7964 
5 English • 
IxvcLlOOOO F. 1 -5 English F. 1 - 3 English, F . 4 - 5 
1.15287 .85977 .616 -1.2590 3.5547 
Chinese 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
.76156(*) .14369 .000 .3585 1.1646 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Chinese 1.05984(*) .14751 .000 .6460 1.4737 
F. 1 - 3 English, F. F. 1- 5 English 
-1.15287 .85977 .616 -3.5647 1.2590 
4 - 5 Chinese 
F. ] - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
-.39130 .86631 .977 -2.8215 2.0389 
5 English 
F. 1 - 5 Qiinese -.09302 .86695 1.000 -2.5250 2.3390 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. F. 1-5 English _ 
-.76156(*) .14369 .000 -1.1646 -.3585 
4 - 5 English 
F, 1 - 3Engl i sh ,F .4-5 
.39130 .SSSS] .977 -2.0389 2.8215 
Chinese 
F. ] - 5 Chinese .29828 .38180 .442 -.2]]? .808.3 
R 1 - 5 Chinese F. 1- 5 English -].05984(*) .14751 .000 -1.4737 -.6460 
F. 1 - 3 Engl ish ,F.4-5 
.09302 .86695 1.000 -2.3390 2.5250 
Chinese ‘ 
F. 1 - 3 Chinese, F. 4 -
-.29828 .18180 .442 -.8083 .2117 
5 English 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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